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PREFACE

e are delighted to make Dance in the DC Metropolitan Area: A Needs
Assessment available to the Washington, DC dance community as well as to
members of the dance field nationwide.The publication of this study marks the
continuation of research on dance communities spearheaded by locally-based
concerned funders. Together with the 2002 Dance in the San Francisco Bay

Area: A Needs Assessment and a recently completed census of dance activity in the greater
Chicago area, this document adds more complexity to the understanding of the state of dance
artists and their support structures throughout the United States. The national portrait of dance
continues to be painted. Dance in the DC Metropolitan Area: A Needs Assessment becomes
part of a published series of regional assessments that can guide current and future artists, adminis-
trators and funders.

Dance/USA, as the national service organization representing not-for-profit professional dance,
has collected data from its member companies since its founding in 1982. For the past 10 years,
under the leadership of Director of Research and Information John Munger, Dance/USA has issued
an annual report on the “state of the dance field.” Now, with the Washington, DC study, we are able
to take a close look specifically at the dance community residing in our nation’s capital. 

What we have documented is what we have intuited at times: the greater DC area can celebrate
an extraordinary talent pool of experienced and dedicated dance artists in all genres. What we have
also confirmed is that there are significant stresses on this valuable cultural asset. By participating
in this study, dance-makers throughout the DC area have provided us with personal perspectives
and statistical data that suggest how their creativity and growth can be supported in order to contribute
more effectively to the cultural fabric of this unique city and the nation. We hope that this study will
initiate continuing dialogue in Washington, DC, about strategies for advancing and strengthening
the art form in new and expanded ways. And we also hope that administrators, funders and educators
throughout the field will use the information presented here and will convey these perspectives to
younger professionals and students—our future leaders.

We express our sincere thanks to the Eugene and Agnes E. Meyer Foundation for initiating this
project, and The Morris and Gwendolyn Cafritz Foundation and Fannie Mae Foundation for additional
support that enabled the study to be fully comprehensive. We thank, as well, the many generous
dance artists and supporters who participated in our research—their candid contributions made this
study possible.

Andrea E. Snyder
Executive Director, Dance/USA
Washington, DC
July 2003
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
his study represents the results of a yearlong effort to conduct a factual census of the
greater Washington, DC area dance community together with an assessment of sig-
nificant needs and strengths in that community. The census captures a thorough listing
of dance-making entities in the District and five neighboring counties together with
important and useful quantitative data about those entities. The assessment employs
both quantitative surveys and qualitative research throughout the dance community to

define perceived needs and strengths. 

Of the numerous findings developed by this process, four stand out for their widespread impact. In
many cases, they help to explain other findings and are supported in turn by findings of more detailed,
but limited, scope. All four are supported by both quantitative and qualitative information and analysis.
A full compendium of the 19 key findings follows this executive summary.

The Washington, DC area dance community is fragmented into numerous groups or
“circles” that do not communicate well with each other and do not have stable
mechanisms for collaborative efforts. This is not to say that there are deep divisions or conflicts
within the dance community. To the contrary, many in the community report a general feeling of
friendliness and support among their peers and colleagues. As discussed in the section of this
report titled “The Perceptual Landscape,” this fragmentation is perhaps the most important finding
to emerge from this study. It is the result of many factors at work in the greater Washington environment,
and it affects many of the dance community’s salient characteristics, both positive and negative.

There is widespread agreement that diversity is the greatest strength of the DC
area dance community. Not only are dance ensembles representing many cultures and nations
scattered throughout the DC area, there are also many genres, levels of achievement and types of
structure. The variety of dance represented among the 186 dance-making entities captured in the
census is notable. This strength in diversity bears a paradoxical relationship to the finding that the
dance community is weakened by fragmentation. The presence of so many and such widely varied
dance-making entities makes it inevitable that some fragmentation should be expected. 

Chronic lack of financial resources for dance in the greater Washington, DC area
creates not just one but several vicious circles, trapping dance artists in circum-
stances that they are powerless to remedy. Certainly, any dance community in the nation
can say it does not have enough money. But dance companies often have problems that can be
effectively addressed through technical support, improved communications or other internal
adjustments. Better strategy is sometimes the most cost-effective option. In the Washington, DC
area, however, most of the weaknesses are not due simply to lack of technical expertise, lack of
experience, destructive partisanship, or anything else that can be addressed through changes of
policy. Over and over, the root of a given problem is either lack of money or some issue that cannot
be addressed without an infusion of money.

Dance based in the Washington, DC area often receives less than robustly respectful
treatment on many fronts, including within the field itself. Like the lack of money cited
above, this challenge can be reported by many dance communities across the nation. Washington
is not especially different from other communities where dance does not receive the media coverage,
recognition among policy makers, or general support and understanding that it probably deserves.

T
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The fact that this is a common problem does not diminish the importance of its impact on the
Washington area dance community. Indeed, a number of respondents to this study’s surveys and
interviews observed that the nation’s capital should perhaps do better than it already does in this regard.

There are no silver bullet answers in these findings. There is too little agreement across the dance
community about how needs might be addressed and too little consensus about how the important
needs might be prioritized according to their urgency or impact. Certainly, however, some specific lines
of inquiry and discussion deserve focus.

For example, the considerable diversity of dance in the Washington metropolitan area, when considered
in new light, may lead to adjustments of policy at media institutions and funding organizations. The
related lack of cohesion and communication between “circles” within the dance community may
encourage additional discussions about a possible centralizing service organization. But, as the
text of the study elaborates, views on a possible service organization were mixed, and debate over
this possibility is in its infancy. Perhaps a different solution, not yet imagined, might address the
need for greater cohesion and communication in the DC area dance community.

The geographic challenges described in “The Factual Landscape,” coupled with the lack of performance
space, suggest exploration of the need for a new medium-size theater dedicated to dance. There
is support for the idea within the community, but the question of location is grave. Underlying and
exacerbating this question is lack of time. Creative solutions are needed to address the dispersion
of energy, time and resources among overburdened artists. 

The question of visibility, image and respect for local dance-makers in the Washington community
as a whole goes back to the question of cohesion and communication. It will take time, money and
coordinated efforts to change the attitudes of an entire city, its media, its critics and its policy-makers.
How might the richness and diversity of the DC area dance community be made common knowledge
and a source of national pride? How might the region’s dance community come to speak with one
voice, and should it even do so?

Finally, this study makes the case that more money is needed. Even if this point is granted—and it
surely will meet with argument of various kinds from various quarters—the questions then arise
how new dollars are to be found and how they are to be allocated. If these questions are not
addressed, most of the other findings in this study are likely to see little headway made with problems
and little advantage taken of strengths.

The willingness of the Washington, DC area dance community and the generosity of the
foundations supporting this study are a testament to the potential for growth and improve-
ment in the DC area dance community. The researchers and writers of this report are
grateful to all concerned for their cooperation and support. Dance communities across the
country have tried too often and for too long to make strategic decisions and visualize new
possibilities in the absence of comprehensive information about the makeup and shared
perceptions of their own communities. We hope that the value of this study will inform
extraordinary progress for the Washington, DC area dance community and that other metro-
politan areas across the nation will take note of Washington’s example.
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COMPILATION OF KEY FINDINGS
Readers of the full report will find that the discussion of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and
challenges for the Washington, DC dance community is broken into numerous subsections, each of
which is prefaced by one or more “key findings.” These findings are compiled here as a quick reference
or summary. They are presented in the same order in which they occur in the text of the full report.

From The Factual Landscape

� Dance-makers in the greater Washington, DC area are widely separated. Even within the District
itself, they do not cluster tightly.

� The majority of dance-makers are plugged in to the Internet and related forms of electronic
communication, but the “unconnected” minority are still significant.

� Host institutions play an important role for a significant number of newer and smaller dance-
making entities.

� Culturally Specific and Other dance-makers considerably outnumber Ballet and Modern dance-
makers in greater Washington, DC. 

� Exact definitions of genres are elusive, and many in the field have strong opinions about the
use and misuse of classifications.

� Total economic activity for Washington area dance-making entities is about $15 million per year,
a relatively low number compared to similar estimates in other large communities. 

� The DC area dance community is young in the sense that few companies have founding dates
before 1970, but experienced in the sense that the median company age is 10 years and the
average is 14.

� The majority of dance artists working in greater Washington as dance-makers or as leaders of
dance-making entities have significant professional experience.

� DC area dance entities exhibit a range of company structures typical of large urban areas across
the nation.

� Many companies are clearly undercapitalized, underfunded and understaffed.

� Washington area dance-making entities perform locally, nationally and internationally, reaching
an audience of more than one million per year.

� Large audiences are not necessarily correlated to factors such as budget size, longevity of
company, or other traditional indicators of success.

� Performance space is a serious issue. Many companies ferret out an incredible variety of non-
traditional and lesser-known performance spaces, but many of these may be poorly equipped
for dance.
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From The Perceptual Landscape

� There is widespread agreement that diversity is the greatest strength of the greater Washington,
DC area dance community.

� No single outstanding opportunity or advantage for dance in the Washington, DC environment
was clearly identified by a majority of survey and interview respondents. Numerous topics
received mention, but there was even disagreement about some of these.

� Groups within the Washington, DC dance community do not communicate well with each other
and do not have stable mechanisms for collaborative efforts.

� Dance based in the Washington, DC area often receives less than robustly respectful treatment
on many fronts, including within the field itself.

� The political and international role of Washington, DC as a world capital is at best a mixed blessing
for the arts because the focus is elsewhere.

� Chronic lack of financial resources creates not just one but several vicious circles, trapping
dance artists in circumstances that they are powerless to remedy.
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THE FACTUAL
LANDSCAPE
Introduction: A City of Paradoxes

ashington, DC is a city of contradictions, paradoxes, diversities and ambivalences.
It is our nation’s capital, but many will point out that it is “not New York.” It is
uniquely the District of Columbia, but the metropolitan area extends into Virginia
and Maryland. It has a cozier, smaller and more neighborly feel to it than the huge
sprawls of Los Angeles and Chicago. Yet the Washington-Baltimore urban complex

is listed by the US Census Bureau as fourth largest in the nation, larger even than the San
Francisco-San Jose complex. If Baltimore and vicinity are excluded from this measure, the greater
DC area still claims nearly five million people, putting it in the same order of magnitude as Boston,
Dallas/Fort Worth and the Philadelphia-Wilmington-Trenton complex.

As the nation’s capital, it is quintessentially American. At the same time, it is the most planetary of
cities, hosting embassies and delegations from nations the world over. Historically and socially it
has roots in the Deep South, but the legacies of the Civil War place it in the North. Its primary industry
is politics, but politics can change in the blink of an election. In short, it is a city whose spiritual identity
is hard to pin down.

Into this large and kaleidoscopic mixture of forces, cultures, and legacies come the arts. And with
art, just as elsewhere, paradoxes are inescapable. For example, Washington is the fountainhead
of national politics in America, but do American politics welcome the arts? This debate has seen
heated argument at national and local levels in recent years. But the debate is not new. Disagreement
over the role of government in the arts is as old as the nation itself. President George Washington,
for example, urged Congress in 1789 to use its “best endeavors to … accelerate the progress of art
and science … to confer rewards … and to cherish institutions favorable to humanity.” But Congress
declined to take any such action.1

How, then, can the performing arts grapple with an environment and marketplace such as Washington,
DC? This is the challenge for dance-makers who scramble to create work and to get it in front of
an audience. This is the riddle for policymakers who seek to address the dance community and its
role in the Washington area with clear insight, constructive engagement and a long view. 

This study represents the results of a year long effort to conduct a factual census of the dance com-
munity in greater Washington together with an assessment of significant needs and strengths in
that community. The census captures a thorough listing of dance-making entities in the District and
five neighboring counties together with important and useful quantitative data about those entities. The
assessment employs both quantitative surveys and qualitative research throughout the dance com-
munity to define perceived needs and strengths. 

1 Cited by Joseph Wesley Zeigler in Arts in Crisis (Chicago Review Press, 1994), page 2.

W
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Overview: Some Terms and Boundaries

We begin this study by looking at the factual landscape of dance in the greater Washington, DC area.

A census of dance-making entities, conducted from April to October 2002, sought to identify dance-
makers in six geographic areas: Arlington, Fairfax and Alexandria counties in Virginia; Montgomery
and Prince George’s counties in Maryland; and the District of Columbia itself. The process of locating
dance-makers and gathering basic data about them was exhaustive.2

By “dance-making entities” or “dance-makers,” this study means not only traditional dance companies
but also individual choreographers who may or may not be associated with a particular company.
We also include soloists, ensembles, collaborations, collectives and other structures that may be
legally and functionally different from traditional incorporated dance companies. We include dance-
makers who faithfully re-create culturally traditional or historic work as well as artists who generate
world premieres. We do not attempt to draw lines regarding definitions of what is “professional” and
what is not.3 We have tried to be as inclusive as possible. In short, if one or more people go into a
studio or other usable space, do work, and emerge with a dance that was not there for the viewing
before the work was done, then “dance-making” has occurred and this entity belongs in the census
conducted by this study.

In the five counties and the District, we found 186 dance-making entities. Some are large companies
that may embrace a variety of choreographers. Some are multipurpose entities, such as a culturally
specific community center that may house a performing dance ensemble along with other activities.
Some are multiple projects of the same creative individual or institution, such as an artist who may
be artistic director of a children’s ensemble part of the time and a soloist in a specific genre another
part of the time. We have allowed input from the artists themselves to guide us in determining whether
some of these entities should be listed as separate items or not. 

It is likely that there are actually a few more, and it is also possible that new ones may have sprung
up or shaky ones may have ceased to operate in the few months since the census was completed.
These 186 dance-makers, however, surely comprise a representative picture of dance in the greater
Washington, DC area at one moment in time: Fall 2002.

Who and what are these dance-makers? To answer that question is to describe the factual landscape
of dance in the Washington, DC area. There are several ways to address the question:

� Geography. Where are they located?

� Genres. What kinds and styles of dance are being made?

� Budgets. How much do various entities make and spend?

� Longevity. How long have they been making dances?

2 For a detailed discussion of how the study was done, see Appendix A, “Process.”
3 The question of defining “professionalism” in dance is thorny. For a discussion, see the sidebar titled “Professional …

Or Not?” at the end of this chapter.



� Performances & Audiences. How many people see them and how much do they perform?

� Structure. How are they organized? How many people are involved as dancers and as staff? 

Geography 1: Location, Location, Location

KEY FINDING: Dance-makers in the greater Washington, DC area are widely separated.

Even within the District itself, they do not cluster tightly.

Of the 186 dance-makers, 183 provided street addresses. The following data are based on those
183. The three who did not provide data included one who was in the process of moving and two
who preferred contact via email and did not want to disclose their addresses (and their websites
do not disclose that information, either).

The largest number of dance-makers is in the Maryland counties, with 89 entities scattered through
more than 20 communities. Silver Spring and Takoma Park account for 28 of these. Another 18 are
scattered through the 207-prefix ZIP Code area, including New Carollton, Adelphi, College Park, Laurel
and Lanham. Another 41 have addresses in Gaithersburg, Germantown, Sandy Spring, Rockville,
Potomac, Brookeville, Bethesda, Chevy Chase, Glen Echo and others. Notably, the south and south-
east areas lack representation by dance-makers. One company lists itself in Oxon Hill, but there are
no listings from communities such as Hillcrest Heights, Forestville or Suitland.

The District itself is next with 52 listings. No single ZIP Code predominates, which suggests that,
even within the urban limits of the District, dance-makers are distributed rather than clustered.
Twenty ZIP Codes appear, and only two have more than four entities listed. The 20009 area (Dupont
Circle and east to 16th Street) has seven listings, and the 20003 area (Capitol Hill Southeast) has six.

Virginia dance-makers are slightly more concentrated than those in the Maryland counties. Half the
entities, 21 out of 42, are evenly divided between Alexandria and Arlington. The remaining 21,
however, range widely and include listings in Springfield, Fairfax, Oakton, Falls Church, Chantilly,
Reston, Herndon, Sterling, McLean and Annandale, among others. Interestingly, the southernmost
areas, just as in Maryland, are underpopulated by dance-makers. For example, there are no listings
in Huntington or Groveland.

For purposes of analytical comparison, we can measure “density” by dividing the number of ZIP
Codes into the number of dance-makers. For greater Washington, DC as a whole, 97 ZIP Codes are
listed for 183 dance-makers. This works out to an average density of about 1.9 dance-makers per
ZIP Code. This is somewhat sparse. Dance/USA’s Census of Chicago, for example, shows that the
dance-maker density in that community is around 2.25 entities per ZIP Code.

The picture in Washington, DC becomes more vivid when we separate the District from the two states.
With 52 dance-makers in 20 ZIP Codes, the District has a density averaging 2.6 dance-makers per
ZIP Code area. This greater density than the 1.9 of the overall picture might be expected in the central
area of a highly urban concentration. In contrast, in the five counties in Maryland and Virginia, where
131 dance-makers are scattered through 77 ZIP Codes, the average density is 1.7 dance-makers
per ZIP Code.
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Add to this a few facts of geography that affect everyone. With dance-makers as far apart from each
other as Reston, VA, to the west and Laurel, MD, to the northeast, a distance as the crow flies of over
25 miles, there is considerable geographic separation. Sheer distance is further complicated by the fact
that to get from one end of this territory to the other, one might have to choose between driving through
downtown DC or spending at least a portion of time on the notoriously overcrowded Capital Beltway.

Dance-makers themselves are mindful of this problem.4 The central area represented by the District
has the densest concentration of dance-makers while the outlying communities are sparser, just as
one might expect. But it is also clear that it would be inaccurate to think of the DC area as a concentric
series of circles steadily diminishing in density as one gets farther away from, say, The John F.
Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts. It is more like an unevenly rolled expanse of bread dough,
widespread and uneven in thickness but with a lump near the middle.

Geography 2: Electronic Space

KEY FINDING: The majority of dance-makers are plugged in to the Internet and

related forms of electronic communication, but the “unconnected” minority are

still significant.

Increasingly, our culture has become as much concerned with cyberspace as with physical location.
Websites matter as much or more to many businesses as street addresses. We have entered the
“Information Age,” and electronic connectivity has occasioned a fundamental shift in how we live,
communicate and do business.

Use of the Internet, together with its related technologies, offers a number of advantages and
opportunities for dance as well as for the arts in general. Websites are a quicker and more versatile
way of putting messages in front of the public than cumbersome traditional means such as postcards,
flyers and brochures. Email broadcasts are cheaper than postage. And the Internet is planetary in
scope. Dance companies can market their shows and even sell tickets online. Schools can post their
offerings. Like-minded individuals can communicate with each other via listservs and chat rooms. And
though the Internet has challenges and tradeoffs, it certainly offers a wealth of opportunity to forward-
thinking dance-makers.

But dance-makers across the country have not been as quick to take advantage of the Internet as
one might imagine. This study, for example, finds that 105 of the 186 dance-makers in the greater
Washington, DC area have websites. This number is probably greater than the statistic five years
ago, but it still represents less than 60% of the total dance-making population. Equally telling is the
fact that 160 of the 186 have email addresses, but 23 do not.

In other words, even though the vast majority of dance-makers are now “connected,” the number
without electronic communications is not trivial. It is not the scope or intent of this study to examine
this specific phenomenon, but several plausible explanations come to mind. One is cost. Computers
may be less expensive than they were 10 years ago, but they still fall outside the budget limitations
of many small entities and individual artists. Second is time. The many learning curves associated

4 This geographic dispersal and ensuing difficulties of transportation contribute to a perceived challenge to the greater
Washington, DC dance community. Several people during in-depth interviews alluded to this situation. This issue reap-
pears in the discussion of “The Perceptual Landscape.”



with websites, the Internet, and computers themselves on a technical level require an investment
of time, which is scarce for many dance-makers. Many may not yet have found the time to step up
to the challenge.

On a related note, only 60 respondents out of 186 supplied a fax machine number, many of which
were located at traditionally institutional dance companies or at “day job” workplaces. The fact that
more dance-makers have websites and email than fax machines tells us that the use of faxes as
a broadcast device is rapidly being supplanted. Also of interest is the fact that 53 dance-makers
offered multiple telephone numbers. This last figure is not scientific because many dance-makers
simply may have chosen not to disclose mobile phone or home phone numbers. But it does indicate
that a substantial subset of the dance-making population is “connected” in multiple ways.

Geography 3: Host Institutions, a Special Place

KEY FINDING: Host institutions play an important role for a significant number of

newer and smaller dance-making entities.

There are two traditional models for where a dance-making entity sets up shop. One is the formal
dance company with owned or leased studio space, offices, an address and a staff. The second is
within the struggling artist’s personal residence. Both models have long histories, both are still wide-
spread, and both may sometimes be romanticized a bit by people not actually familiar with the field.

An important third model is the “host institution.” This is typically a large- or mid-size structure such
as a college, an arts service organization or a community center that provides space and perhaps
several kinds of support services to one or more smaller entities. For example, a community center
in a particular neighborhood may be devoted to the culture and activities of a culturally specific or
religious population such as Vietnamese, Hispanic or Jewish peoples. This center may offer, among
many possibilities, such things as recreational activities, language classes, counseling services, and
rehearsal space for theater, music and dance ensembles reflective of the culture in question. 

For smaller and newer dance-making entities that lack resources, a host institution offers significant
advantages. The basic reality is that an economy of scale takes place. One copying machine can
be shared by several different small arts entities. One rehearsal space can be shared through coop-
erative scheduling. Even one website, one mailing address and one telephone number can be shared. 

Sixty of the 186 dance-makers, nearly a third of the entire statistical population, report a relationship
with a host institution. Both the host institutions and the nature of the relationships vary widely.
Some examples of host institutions will illustrate this point:

Arlington County Cultural Affairs Division
Jewish Community Center of Greater Washington
Dance Place
Arts and Culture Center of Indonesia (in Landover, MD)
Northern Virginia Community College
Glen Echo National Park
Joy of Motion Center
Howard University
Swiss Embassy

I :   T H E  F A C T U A L L A N D S C A P E
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Three special types of the host/dance-maker relationship deserve mention because they are natural
outgrowths of existing situations. One concerns Liturgical or Sacred Dance ensembles. While
some Liturgical groups deliver ministries to a variety of audiences in a variety of settings, most are
affiliated with a particular church and congregation.5 This church serves as a host institution, usually
providing rehearsal space and perhaps other considerations.

A second relationship concerns educational institutions such as colleges and high schools, but also
including some dance studios. Many individual dance-makers earn a portion of their living through
teaching dance. When the relationship with a particular school, college or studio has reached a certain
stability, it may become agreeable for all the parties concerned to allow the dance-maker to use
studio space and perhaps some office facilities as a home base for her/his activities as a choreographer.
This arrangement may be free or at a reduced rate. Thus, a host institution relationship is born.

Third and last, many dance artists wear many hats, and the leader of one ensemble may be a per-
former in another group. In some cases, one of these companies may be relatively larger and better
established than the other. Sometimes, a mutually agreeable relationship is defined where the larger
company “hosts” the smaller entity to some degree.

All three of these special types of host/dance-maker relationship occur in the greater Washington,
DC area.

Genres

KEY FINDING: Culturally Specific and Other dance-makers considerably outnumber

Ballet and Modern dance-makers in greater Washington, DC.

KEY FINDING: Exact definitions of genres are elusive, and many in the field have

strong opinions about the use and misuse of classifications.

Throughout this study, we will use the word “genre” to designate distinctive types, styles, theories
and traditions of dance. Examples could include “ballet,” “classical Cambodian,” “postmodern,” “tap”
or “hip-hop,” to name a few. We asked each dance-maker to place themselves and/or their company
or ensemble within one of five categories: Modern, Ballet, Culturally Specific, Liturgical/Sacred or
Other. Within each of these five categories each dance-maker had the option of adding a note refining
or explaining their choice. It follows naturally that 100% of the dance-makers who chose either
Culturally Specific or Other also added an explanatory note. 

The resulting distribution of dance genres among the 186 dance-makers is as follows:

Modern 55 30.0% 
Ballet 27 14.5% 
Culturally Specific 77 41.5% 
Sacred/Liturgical 6 3.0%
Other 52 28.0%
TOTAL 217 117.0%

5 Sacred/Liturgical groups often avoid the word, “performance,” preferring the word, “ministry” instead. Note also that of six
Liturgical/Sacred groups captured and listed in this study, four minister only in their home community, one has ministered
throughout the greater DC area and one has toured elsewhere in the United States.



The totals exceed 186 respondents and 100%, respectively, because a number of dance-makers
chose more than one basic category. 

Note that if we calculate percentages based on 217 responses rather than on 186 dance-makers, we
would achieve a total of 100% in the calculation of percentages. It seems more instructive, however,
to look at how many actual entities describe themselves as, for example, Culturally Specific or
Modern regardless of what additional genres they may have selected as well.

Culturally Specific dance has the largest representation at 41.5%. Modern is second at 30%, just
ahead of Other at 28%. Taken together, Culturally Specific and Other total nearly 70%, outnumbering
the total of Ballet and Modern at about 45%.

A closer look at the explanatory notes attached to the Culturally Specific entries shows that while
African-American genres are numerous, the full breadth of cultures represented is considerable.
Middle Eastern forms account for 19 dance-making entities. Three of the great Indian classical
forms (bharata natyam, kathak and kuchipudi) are all represented. There are flamenco, Irish, Mexican
and Israeli ensembles as well as a mix of Eastern European and Scandinavian forms. Among the
less numerous forms are Korean, Cambodian, Balinese, Uzbek, Panamanian and Brazilian capoeira.

The Other classification also deserves careful perusal. This is where jazz, tap, hip-hop and "show
dance" artists have placed themselves. This is also where many of the fusions and multi-genre listings
occur. For example, several groups in Other describe themselves as a kind of Ballet fusion with
Modern. Others cite Modern Dance fused with an ethnic form such as Afro-Caribbean or Middle
Eastern. Several groups listed as Other would seem to fit in Culturally Specific (such as two listings
in Other for Middle Eastern Belly Dance), but we have honored the choices the artists have made.

This rich mix of styles, cultures and genres is widely perceived by dance-makers themselves as a
strength of the greater Washington, DC area dance community. On a quantitative survey distributed
to artists and on which they were asked what they thought was the greatest strength of the DC dance
community, 73% cited “diversity,” sometimes using just that word alone. Others waxed eloquent.
One added, “There are so many different cultures that have amazing dance in this area.” Another
said, “The diversity … it’s not NYC and that is OK and good. But let’s highlight that point and bring
our own strengths to the table.”

Most interesting in the Other category is that there are several addenda for “contemporary.” Why
are these not listed under Modern?

At this point an additional word of explanation about “genres” and our means of classifying them is in
order. With some dance-makers, though not all, the issue of genre nomenclature arouses passionate
and even belligerent opinions. There is enormous resistance and resentment in some quarters
against being classified under particular labels, or even under any labels whatsoever. We have not
quantified this viewpoint through any specific survey, but we can report with certainty that this viewpoint
exists because the data gathered from the 186 DC dance-makers were collected in over 95% of
instances by actual live telephone contact. There was opportunity for dialogue, explanation, discussion
and sometimes very revealing comment.

The reasons for this objection are manifold. They may include a conviction that the categories
offered do not represent their art accurately, a fear that the process of classification is the first step
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toward exclusion from opportunity on some grounds or other, or an opinion that the usual classifi-
cations (e.g., Modern, Ballet, Culturally Specific, etc.) are Eurocentric and dismissive of equally valid
art forms other than Ballet and Modern. No doubt there are many, many cases where these objections
hold truth and deserve respectful attention. 

Some less dramatic reasons for distrusting classifications center around marketing and grant-seeking.
Dance-makers are well aware that being perceived as “unique” is a marketing asset, not only with
audiences but also with funders, presenters and peer panels. Nobody wants to be “just another
modern” group. Nobody wants to be facelessly grouped by association with other entities that they
may not admire or with whom they may be in stiff competition. These, too, are valid points.

That said, our choice of methodology is an attempt to have it both ways. We seek to retain traditional
classifications because they are useful, while simultaneously allowing artists free rein to describe
themselves any way they choose: thus, our method of requesting a choice among five broad categories
but offering an opportunity for the dance-maker to choose more than one and to explain or qualify
these choices in whatever language they wish.

It would seem that the dance-makers who describe themselves as “contemporary” and who identified
themselves under Other rather than under Modern are making a statement. They do not wish to be
combined with Modern. As one said in an interview, “Modern … that’s Doris Humphrey. I don’t do that,
and I don’t want other people to think I do that.” Five dance-makers using the word “contemporary”
placed themselves in Other, while three others using the same word placed themselves in Modern.
This is a vivid example of how this issue of genre nomenclature plays in the field.

Note also that it would be folly to assume that the traditional classifications, by themselves, are sufficient
and scientific for whatever purposes classification might serve to inform. This is an area in which
perceptions and politics are important elements and in which clear boundaries or exact definitions
are elusive. Let analysts, panelists, reporters and others take note.

Budgets

KEY FINDING: Total economic activity for Washington area dance-making entities

is about $15 million per year, a relatively low number compared to similar estimates

in other large communities.

Dance-makers contacted in the census process were asked for a rounded-off approximation of their
total expenses for the 12 months most recently ended. Not all were willing to disclose this infor-
mation and not all had it ready at hand. In all, 134 dance-making entities out of 186 (72%) provided
budget data. 

It seems likely from a perusal of responses to this question that most if not all of the largest 15 to
20 entities provided budget information. This is normal. We have found from studies conducted in
other circumstances and in other cities that smaller and newer entities are often unaware that pro-
viding the information is harmless, and that if they file a 990 tax form it is already a matter of public
record on the Internet. Some who subsidize their work out of their own pockets may be reluctant to
disclose what feels like personal financial information. Indeed, many of those who did not respond
to this question are soloists, smaller Culturally Specific groups and Sacred/Liturgical groups.



Because of this partial response and because the figures given are estimates from telephone interviews
rather than verifiable figures taken from written records, the data that follow are indicative of scale
rather than informative of precise sums. Only two entities, one a Ballet company and one a Modern
company, reported expenses in excess of $1 million. A total of 15 additional entities reported budgets
between $100,000 and $1 million. Compared to other communities and to the national dance field
as a whole, this is a rather low number of companies above $1 million and a just-about-average
number of companies with budgets between $100,000 and $1 million.

Let us consider two other communities of roughly comparable size. According to the US Census Bureau,
the Washington-Baltimore Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area (CMSA) is fourth largest in the
nation with 7.608 million, but this statistic includes Baltimore and related areas in Maryland. If we exclude
Baltimore, the Washington, DC metropolitan area can be measured at 4.923 million. This is slightly
larger than the San Francisco CMSA minus the comparably distant San Jose, Santa Cruz and Santa
Rosa components (4.643 million). It is smaller than the Chicago CMSA minus its Indiana and Wisconsin
components (8.273 million), but Chicago is only third-largest in the nation, just ahead of Washington. 

Washington has two companies with budgets over $1 million totaling about $8 million between the
two of them. Chicago has four companies over a million, totaling $17.5 million. San Francisco has
at least four over $1 million. These four combine to total over $35 million including San Francisco
Ballet at about $31 million alone. In the mid-range between $100,000 and $1 million, greater
Washington has 15 companies (and possibly a few more who declined to report). San Francisco has
17 companies in this range, and Chicago has 19.

The actual breakout of budget sizes for the 134 companies reporting in Washington is as follows:

Over $6 million 1
$1 million to $6 million 1
$500K to $1 million 1
$250K to $500K 5
$100K to $250K 9
$25K to $100K 27
Under $25K 90
TOTAL 134

The total of direct expenses for these 134 companies is $13,471,700. We must reiterate that this
is neither an audited nor a complete number. It is, however, probably a reliable indicator of the
rough area in which total dance-entity expenses for greater Washington might lie. For example, a
reasonable and conservative extrapolation of what the remaining 52 entities might report assumes
that none would have budgets greater than $500K, that the distribution of companies by size otherwise
parallels the sample of 134 and that average figures within the four ranges offered might apply. This
process develops an estimated total of $1.9 million for the 52 companies not reporting. When
added to the estimate of $13.47 million already reported, we arrive at a total of about $15.4 million
for the total economic activity of the greater Washington, DC area dance community.

Note also that the majority of companies are small. With more than 87% of dance-making entities
reporting budgets under $100,000, Washington possesses a wide and deep base of undercapitalized
dance-makers. In fact, over 65% of the 124 have budgets under $25,000. This is normal across the
nation, though certainly little cause for celebration anywhere. Reality is that the vast majority of
dance-making entities in America are very small and very poor. The Washington area is no exception.
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Longevity 1: The Companies

KEY FINDING: The DC dance community is young in the sense that few companies

have founding dates before 1970, but experienced in the sense that the median

company age is 10 years and the average is 14.

With so many dance-makers operating on so little cash, a number of obvious questions quickly
arise. One is, how long can they last? Another is, aren’t most of these little ones actually just amateurs
and kids starting out? Both of these questions are addressed by data about longevity.

In the census process, we asked each respondent in what year the dance-making entity had been
founded, started or established. For dance companies and for soloists alike, this would have been
their first year of formal performances. We also asked artists what year they “went professional.”
The response from individual artists is less comprehensive and scientific than the response from
companies. This is because we captured artist data only if we had an artist on the phone, and this
was sometimes a matter of circumstance. For example, with several mid-size companies we found
ourselves interviewing a staff person rather than the artistic director. In such cases, we tended to
get the “entity” data but not the “artist” data.

Of the 186 dance-making entities, 169 reported a founding date. The most recent was 2002 and
the oldest claimed 1956. A breakdown of the founding decades is as follows:

Founded in the ’00s 24 14%
Founded in the ’90s 74 44%
Founded in the ’80s 38 23%
Founded in the ’70s 26 15%
Founded in 1969 or before 7 4%
TOTAL 169 100%

The average founding date is 1989, but the median is slightly younger at 1993. This median tells
us that at least half the dance companies in this census are more than 10 years old. Without going
into detail, it is suddenly easy to see that with 87% of companies budgeting under $100,000 but
only 50% of companies younger than 10 years, there is not a compelling correlation between age
and budget size. Mathematics dictate that there have to be a fair number of companies older than
10 years with small budgets. 

Let’s look at the two groups at the extremes of longevity. There are 24 dance-making entities founded
in 2000 or more recently, and there are 7 founded in 1969 or earlier. 

The oldest companies are not necessarily the largest or most visible. Of the seven companies
founded before 1970, none has a budget over $100,000. A couple of them name more than one
genre as their form of dance, and the total list includes jazz, tap, modern, liturgical, culturally specific
and ballet. Two are incorporated 501(c)(3) organizations; five are not. Only one identifies itself as
avocational/recreational.
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PROFESSIONAL … OR NOT?

Most inquiries into the dance field come with an assumption, spoken or not, that the topic under
discussion addresses only “professional” companies. The problem is that there does not exist
at this time a widely known, widely understood and widely accepted definition of the term “pro-
fessional.”

Twenty to 30 years ago, the situation was different. At that time, there did exist such a definition.
It included four elements, three of them specifically quantifiable and easily subject to verification:

� The company is a 501(c)(3) not-for-profit corporation.

� The company pays dancers on a regular basis, usually as salaried employees.

� The company employs professional management and administrative staff.

� The company is engaged in “regular and ongoing” production of dance.

continues on page 18

The 24 companies founded in 2000, 2001 and 2002 similarly defy easy stereotyping. Are they all
small and inexperienced? Consider the following points:

� Six are 501(c)(3) corporations.

� Four have budgets over $25K, putting them in the higher 35% of companies from a budget
standpoint.

� Three have artistic directors who began their careers in the ’70s.

� Only one describes itself as avocational/recreational.

� Four have some part-time and/or full-time paid staff.

� Fifteen find the means to pay their dancers at least somehow at least some of the time.

� They include all major genre categories except Sacred/Liturgical.
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This definition was never enshrined in some centrally located and published manifesto or formal
institution, but the general substance of it was widely understood, widely known and widely
accepted. One can still see vestiges of this definition in long-standing application criteria for
grants and memberships. It can also be sensed in conversations with journalists and other
observers of the field.

But this old definition, clear and specific as it was, no longer holds up as well as it used to. Each
of the four old criteria now carries a significant number of exceptions, caveats and alternatives.
Too many serious, widely recognized companies cannot meet one or more of these criteria. In
a nutshell:

� Less than half the dance companies in America (and in Washington, DC) are 501(c)(3) 
corporations (82 out of 186 in Washington).

� The vast majority of dance companies cannot afford to pay dancers on a salaried
basis (11 out of 186 in Washington offer salaries).

� The vast majority of dance companies cannot afford paid staff, and the large amount
of volunteerism filling this gap blurs any definition of what kind of staff should be
regarded as “professional” (114 out of 186 dance-makers in Washington have no paid
staff at all).

� Many small, understaffed and undercapitalized dance-makers populating the field have
neither the time nor the resources to mount extended productions or long-running seasons. 

� In fact, only six out of 186 dance-makers in the Washington, DC area satisfy all four of
the old criteria.

Why not take a hard-nosed stance on this issue? Why not just say that a grim reality to be
faced is that there are very few “professional” dance companies or dance-making entities?
Certainly, in the absence of an official and widely accepted definition of “professionalism,” anyone
is free to adopt such a stance for his or her own purposes. To do so, however, would fly in the
face of the actuality that a whole population of serious, skilled, talented, trained and recognized
artists would be excluded by such a stance. 

What if dance-makers were excluded from “professionalism” according to each of the four old
criteria? Drawing on data from Dance/USA’s Census of the DC area dance community, we can
examine who would be left out in each case, respectively.

PROFESSIONAL … OR NOT? (continued)
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If the 104 dance-making entities without 501(c)(3) status were excluded from “professionalism,”
this would mean excluding 33 that have toured nationally in the 12 months preceding this study
and 11 that have toured internationally. Also excluded would be five with budgets of $50,000 per
year or higher and 15 with annual audiences of 5,000 or more. Notably, this would also exclude
20 of the 72 who do have paid staff and four of the especially scarce companies paying salaries
to dancers. Also excluded would be a number of soloists working in culturally specific genres such
as flamenco and Middle Eastern dance where solo work is a norm. 

If the 175 dance-makers unable to offer salaries to dancers were excluded from “professionalism,”
this would mean excluding six of the 10 largest dance-making entities in the Washington area.
It would exclude companies reaching 81% of the total audience reported. It would exclude all 10
of the 10 longest-established dance-making entities in the area. 

If the 114 dance-makers lacking paid staff were excluded, this would mean leaving out 41 entities
with 501(c)(3) status, nine with budgets of $50,000 or more (including one of the 10 largest), 38
that have toured nationally and 17 that have toured overseas. 

Finally, just as there are only six dance-makers who meet all four of the old criteria, so too there
are 24 dance-makers who are not 501(c)(3) organizations, do not have salaried dancers, do not
have any paid staff and who performed no more than one full-evening in the preceding 12
months. (Most of these entities performed numerous shared-evening events.) In other words,
just as there are six who meet all of the old criteria, there are 24 that fail all of the old criteria. Of
these 24, only five describe themselves as “avocational” and only two describe themselves as a
“children’s or student group.”

In short, it is difficult to find large numbers of companies that are manifestly and frankly “non-
professional” by some reasonable standard.  Applying the old criteria for “professionalism”
excludes too many serious artists. Therefore the old criteria are no longer reliable.

How has this unwieldy situation come to pass? Why are there so many dance-making entities
defying reasonable means of classification as regards “professional” status? Absent hard data
to confirm the hypothesis, it seems credible to theorize that this situation is a product of poverty
and marginalization. Dance, in general, is so profoundly starved for resources, respect and
general public acceptance that its practitioners are forced to develop ingenious and creative
structures, processes and methodologies just to survive and keep putting work in front of audiences.
Dance is a field with more guerillas than institutions. 

It is not the place of this study to put forward a proposed new definition for “professionalism.”
Indeed, developing such a definition would be a major task and should appropriately be addressed
at all levels of the field on a national scale, if at all. This study, therefore, is all-inclusive. No dance-
making entity has been edited out or excluded for failure to pass any tests of “professionalism.”
No such tests have been postulated, none have been applied, and no criteria for inclusion or
exclusion have been used in this study. The intent of this study has been to draw as complete
and inclusive a picture of dance-making in the greater Washington, DC area as could be compiled. ■
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Longevity 2: The Artists

KEY FINDING: The majority of dance artists working in Washington as dance-makers

or as leaders of dance-making entities have significant professional experience.

As noted earlier, the following data from 88 artists who answered the question “In what year did
you ‘go professional?’” are less scientific and comprehensive than the data on dance company
longevity. The breakout by decades is as follows:

Went professional in the ’00s 2 2.5%
Went professional in the ’90s 33 37.5%
Went professional in the ’80s 19 21.5%
Went professional in the ’70s 24 27.0%
Went professional in 1969 or earlier 10 11.5%
TOTAL 88 100%

The average and the median years are both 1983, indicating that 50% of the artists responding to
this question have 20 years or more professional experience. 

It is worth noting that this level of professional experience does not necessarily translate into high
budgets, major influence, high visibility or traditional and formal structures. If we look at just the 24
artists who “went professional” in the 1970s, the following items appear in the data:

� They are leaders of dance-making entities founded as early as 1975 and as late as 2000,
with a median year of 1989.

� The lowest reported budget is under $10,000 and two are over $100,000 with an average of
$36,000.

� Eleven have 501(c)(3) status and one has a for-profit company.

� Three have pickup companies (two of which are among the 11 501(c)(3) groups).

� Two have dancers on salary, 14 pay dancers by some other means, such as hourly rehearsal
pay, and eight do not pay dancers.

� Nine are in Modern, two are in Ballet and 10 are in Culturally Specific.

� Eleven have paid staff, and 11 have no staff. (Two did not answer the question.)

The conclusions we can draw about longevity of artists are very like the conclusions we can draw about
longevity of dance companies. The field may have many small and undercapitalized groups, but this
situation is not attributable to youthfulness or lack of experience among the artists. Age or youth of a
company or artist is not a reliable correlative of other factors such as budget size, company structure
or genre. Companies and artists of all kinds and varieties occur at all levels of experience or longevity.



As a parenthetical note, similar results were found two years ago in a study we conducted in the
San Francisco Bay Area. There, 129 artists reported their number of years as professionals in the
field. The average was 21 years and the median was 20, almost identical to the results for greater
Washington just compiled. In a similar study in Chicago last year, the average was 18 years and the
median was 16, slightly “younger” than Washington or San Francisco.

Company Structures and Operations

KEY FINDING: DC area dance entities exhibit a range of company structures typical

of large urban areas across the nation.

KEY FINDING: Many of these companies are clearly undercapitalized, underfunded

and understaffed.

There was a time when it all seemed so simple. A dance company was either a 501(c)(3) or it was
not, and it was not especially credible until it reached the stage where it gained that status. The past
15 years have wrought a change in that black-and-white concept. A great many dance entities
operated by people of skill, talent, expertise, credibility and acumen have arisen and prospered with-
out the 501(c)(3) status. For a while in the ’90s, there was actually a short-lived trend among smaller
and newer companies to deliberately disdain 501(c)(3) status for any of several reasons. Now, the
IRS non-profit categorization is returning to use, but the field carries a freight of alternative structures.

We explored that range of options in our census of Washington dance-makers by asking them to
indicate which of several choices might best describe their company’s structure. The choices were:

501(c)(3) Incorporated Company
Children/Student Group
Collective or Collaboration
Pickup Company
Avocational/Recreational Ensemble
Program or Division of Larger Institution
For-Profit Corporation
Other

It is important to note that these choices are not mutually exclusive and that companies could check
off two or even more of these choices. For example, there are several entities in the Washington
area that checked three items.

A few words of definition, clarification and comment might be in order for the categories other than
501(c)(3) and for-profit, which are widely understood.

There were two reasons for including the children’s and student designation. First, a consequence
of the focus on dance for children and on dance education during the past 15 years is the fairly
large number of companies in which the artistic direction and management are professional adults
but some or all of the dancers are under the age of 18. Some of these companies command large
audiences, considerable media attention and extensive donated support. Second, many cultures
and dance genres not described by the words “Ballet” or “Modern” actually use younger people as
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part or all of their casts as a matter of course. Two of the largest and most highly regarded African-
genre groups in Washington categorize themselves as a children’s group.

Collectives and collaborations are driven in part by funding strategies and in part by clever manage-
ment of limited resources. For some time, the idea of collaboration has been a bit of a buzzword
among panels and funders, with the result that dance artists form collaborations to jump through
what they perceive to be requisite hoops. Collectives may take the form of a group of like-minded
dancer-choreographers who band together to take turns being the choreographer. This has the
advantage of being a cash-free barter system that feels fair, has the advantage of looking like a
collaboration to funders and panels, and accrues a number of marketing advantages. Some of these
groups have prospered and have their own existence. The greater Washington community includes
several collectives with 501(c)(3) status, budgets over $50,000 and founding dates going back to
the early 1980s.

Pickup companies have a long-standing history. Decades ago the usual way for a young choreog-
rapher to “climb the ladder” was to form a pickup group of dancer friends and work from project to
project until continued success brought a stability of cast and an interest in “going 501(c)(3).” Today
this concept still exists as a theory or a dream, but traditional means of climbing the ladder are no
longer as workable as they once were. National fellowships for individual artists no longer exist at the
National Endowment for the Arts, presenters are less willing than they used to be to try out new-
comers, and state-level support for emerging artists is being cut back as budgets are slashed.

In addition, the concept of the pickup company has taken on a life of its own as a viable alternative
to more formal corporate structures. Established and serious artists will sometimes deliberately
choose to work from project to project, often with radically different casts. Pickup companies are
thus no longer an automatic symptom of early-stage development. It is interesting to note that a
number of pickup structures in Washington work in Culturally Specific genres.

Avocational and recreational companies have also taken on a credible life, especially among some
culturally specific forms with Eurocentric origins such as clogging, Irish step dancing, Eastern
European folkdance and Scandinavian folkdance. It is too hard to make a living as a dancer, especially if
you work in a less-publicized form such as Swedish circle dances. Many highly skilled adults give
up on the effort, continue to make work and to practice at a highly professional level, but by choice
spend 40 hours a week in a “day job” that brings home a paycheck. As a result, they may be in an
avocational company that is also a 501(c)(3), goes on tour and has part-time paid staff. Indeed, seven
of the 13 avocational companies in the Washington area pay their dancers occasionally and five tour
nationally or internationally. 

Finally, some entities may be a division or program of a larger institution. This arrangement can result
from a deeply rooted relationship to a host institution. The company itself may be highly professional,
but it may not strictly speaking have its own staff or even legal identity.

In the Washington, DC area census, 135 of the 186 entities answered company structure questions.
Others who did not answer may have been soloists or freelance artists who did not view themselves
as a company, they may have been pickup groups who felt that they were in a gray area, or they
may have been people who simply chose not to provide this information. In any case, the 135 who
answered break out as follows:



501(c)(3) Incorporated Company 82 61%
Children/Student Group 29 21%
Collective or Collaboration 20 15%
Pickup Company 16 12%
Avocational/Recreational Ensemble 13 10%
Program or Division of Larger Institution 21 16%
For-Profit Corporation 4 3%
Other 62 46%
TOTALS 247 184%

The totals exceed 135 for respondents and 100% for percentages, because many respondents
checked more than one item.

Very few companies, regardless of their structure, can pay their dancers, few can engage paid
staff, and fewer yet can do both. Of the 170 dance-making entities that answered questions about
staff compensation, 114 of these, or 67%, had no paid staff at all. The average budget size of those
with no paid staff was $19,788. Three had budgets in excess of $100,000, and several had budgets
between $50,000 and $100,000. Only seven in the entire population of 186 companies were able
to report both salaried dancers and paid staff.

Of the 164 who reported on dancer compensation, 77 (or 47% of the sample) reported that dancers
were not paid at all. Others were able to offer at least token compensation, such as hourly pay for
rehearsals, honoraria for performing, or other occasional remunerations. A closer look at this group
of 77 shows that the total of their “usual number of dancers in company” was 1,263 and the total
of their reported estimated audiences was 340,150. This means that more than a thousand dancers
performed without pay before audiences numbering more than 340,000. 

Performances and Audiences

KEY FINDING: Washington area dance-making entities perform locally, nationally

and internationally, reaching an audience of more than a million per year.

KEY FINDING: Large audiences are not necessarily correlated to factors such as

budget size, longevity of company, or other traditional indicators of success.

KEY FINDING: Performance space is a serious issue. Many companies ferret out

an incredible variety of non-traditional and lesser-known performance spaces, but

many of these may be poorly equipped for dance.

How many times per year do these Washington-area dance-making entities perform? Where do
they perform? And what is the size of their audience?

Of the 186 respondents, 165 furnished estimates of audience numbers for the 12 months most
recently completed. They reported a collective total audience of 1,001,702. There are several reasons
why this figure should be viewed as a rough estimate rather than as a hard statistic. The key factors
are that there are a great many variables involved, that different companies might interpret them
differently and that smaller companies especially are ill-equipped to measure audiences.
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� On shared evenings, touring situations and other times when a small company is presented
instead of self-presenting, it is often the presenting agency who counts the audience, not the
company.

� Open-air performances, site-specific work and festivals can involve very large (or sometimes
rather small) crowds. These can be difficult for anyone to estimate reliably, much less a small
dance company with seven minutes of stage time in the open air.

� Sacred/Liturgical dancers have a particular problem if they minister in their church on a regular
basis. As many, but not all, in their “audiences” are parishioners who return weekly, how
should liturgical groups calculate audiences? Their situation is different in several ways from the
situation measured by dance companies selling tickets and subscriptions to a general public.

� And finally, many companies have little or no staff. This often means that while someone might
“count the house,” there is no one to file the data and be aware of how it might be retrieved. 

A larger number of entities reported on number of performances and the geographic range in which
they occurred: 174 entities reported a total of 3,163 performances in a recently completed 12-month
period. Of these, 173 performed in the greater Washington, DC area including Virginia and Maryland.
Fifty-nine reported performing on tour in the 48 contiguous states and 22 reported performing “over-
seas.” We would expect the overwhelming majority to perform at home. The figure for touring gives
a measure of how many companies are exporting Washington, DC dance to other communities.

One hundred forty-one entities specifically reported performing in the District. This response tells
us that if 173 performed in the area, but only 141 in the District itself, there must be 32 companies
who perform “at home” only in their own communities probably near or just outside the Beltway.
This raises again the topic of geographic distribution and the difficulties of transportation. As one
artistic director based in Virginia said in an in-depth interview, “The other thing that makes this area
difficult is just the spread. It’s hard to travel because of the congestion on the roads. … I’ve had
people involved who live in Maryland, but to ask them to come here to do a Friday dress rehearsal
is almost impossible.” The result is a sense of isolation that plays a key role in the perception of
needs among dance-makers in the Washington, DC area. For in-depth discussion of needs, see
Chapter 2 of this report, “The Perceptual Landscape.”

Four brief points might be of interest. They have to do with the companies who report the largest
audiences. Just as with longevity (see the two preceding sections “Longevity 1: The Companies” and
“Longevity 2: The Artists”), those who report the highest numbers in one way do not necessarily prove
to be the ones who report high numbers or meet common-sense expectations in a variety of other ways.

� Of the 10 entities reporting the largest audiences, only five are among the 17 reporting budgets
over $100,000. Two, in fact, have budgets of $25,000 or under.

� Five of these companies are Culturally Specific, and of these the three largest work in African-
related genres.
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� Their ages range from 1974 (long-established) to 1996 (fairly new).

� Seven of the 10 are 501(c)(3)s, but three are not.

We also have some specific information about where exactly in the greater Washington area these
companies all perform. Each respondent to the census was asked to name three to five locations
where they had performed recently. Not all of the smaller companies were able to name as many
as three sites, but the total result of this question was 468 listings.

These 468 listings contained many duplicates, some of which were difficult to recognize as such.
But a reasonable purging of the list left 232 different sites where companies say they have performed.
This number is notable for being large. It indicates a range of performance locations far, far wider
than the “usual suspects” such as Dance Place, Joy of Motion, and the Millennium Stage at The
Kennedy Center. The number is expanded even more by the fact that various entries are plural and
non-specific in nature, such as “area schools,” “retirement homes,”  “libraries,”  “community hospitals,”
and “private restaurants.”

In fact, the breadth of this data is so extensive that even the “usual suspects” receive fewer mentions
than one might expect. Dance Place is high with 46 listings, and The Kennedy Center, embracing
the Eisenhower, Terrace and Millennium stages, comes in second with 41 listings. Joy of Motion
garners 25 and the Clarice Smith Performing Arts Center at the University of Maryland is mentioned
17 times. A handful of mid-range mentions include Northern Virginia Community College (8 mentions),
Howard University (5), Lincoln Theater (5), Joe’s Movement Emporium (4), Gunston Performing
Arts Center (7) and the Lisner Auditorium (4). But after those, most of the remaining listings have
only one or two mentions.

Various embassies were mentioned as performing sites. These included the Austrian, “Scandinavian”
(sic), Uzbekistani, Egyptian, Finnish and German embassies. Various government agencies and
sites were mentioned including the State Department, the Ronald Reagan Building, The White House,
the Department of Labor and the Department of Transportation. And there was a host of one-time-
only mentions: Lubber Run Amphitheater, The Hindu Center of Maryland, Friendship Heights Village
Center, Fort Stevens Recreation Center and Union Station, to name a few.

It appears on the face of it that a great many of these spaces are not designed as formal performance
spaces. They are unlikely to have suitable floors for dance, suitable seating with good sightlines for
audiences, or adequate electrical wiring. One artist who was knowledgeable about technical matters
spoke of this issue in an in-depth interview:

… really wide variety … we did [name of large, well-equipped theater with large audience] and
then [name of small theater] with four instruments and 20 people. And a lot of spaces that are
not supposed to be for dance, like the [name of embassy] that has two electrical circuits. …
we’ve had lights blacking out, strobing because people were copying on the copiers. 

This issue of suitable space, like the issue of geographic isolation, as another concern that will figure
heavily in Chapter 2 of this report, “The Perceptual Landscape.”
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Summary of the Factual Landscape

The 186 dance-makers in the greater Washington, DC area generate about $15 million in direct
annual expenses, reach an annual audience that exceeds a million and perform nationally and
internationally as well as locally. They include dance genres of all types and styles but Culturally
Specific and Other dance-makers considerably outnumber Ballet and Modern dance-makers. This
focus on cultural diversity is perceived as an important strength in the dance community. Despite
this perception of strength, exact definitions of genres remain elusive and many in the field have
strong opinions about the use and misuse of classifications.

Around the Washington area, the 186 dance-makers are geographically separated. Even within the
District itself, they do not cluster tightly. This, coupled with related transportation challenges, contributes
to a widespread sense of isolation. The majority of dance-makers are plugged in to the Internet and
related forms of electronic communication, but the “unconnected” minority are still numerous. Like
most dance communities across the nation, the DC dance community is young in the sense that few
companies have founding dates before 1970, but experienced in the sense that the median company
age is 10 years and the average is 14. Host institutions play an important role for a significant number
of newer and smaller dance-making entities.

The majority of dance artists working in Washington as dance-makers or as leaders of dance-making
entities have significant professional experience, but this does not necessarily translate into higher
budgets, longevity of company or other desirable outcomes. In fact, the dance community defies
easy categorization, because high numbers in any of several areas, such as audience size, budget
size, range of performance and others, are not necessarily correlated with any other factors. The
keyword of the community is “diversity,” and each segment of that community is diverse within itself.

Performance space is a serious issue. Many companies ferret out an incredible variety of non-
traditional and lesser-known performance spaces, but many of these may be poorly equipped for
dance. Further, many companies are seriously undercapitalized, under-funded and understaffed. 
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THE 
PERCEPTUAL
LANDSCAPE
Introduction: The Sound of Many Voices

ho is to say what the strengths or weaknesses of a community and its dance-makers
might be? Who best can render an assessment of a dance community’s needs and
how to address them? These questions are neither idle nor rhetorical. 

On the one hand, dance-makers across the nation are often likely to feel that they
are misunderstood and that people outside the field do not really know what is going on. There is
some merit to this perception. Because so much of the dance field is undercapitalized, dance-makers
are usually forced to operate in a kind of guerilla fashion. As shown in “The Factual Landscape,”
the field is replete with undocumented volunteerism and unincorporated ensembles. Most per-
formances take place in small and unusual venues, while only a limited number of events take place
in prominently visible theaters. There is a lack of consistent, informed and supportive media coverage.
Much of dance is hard to find, much less study.

These factors, and many others, make it difficult for the general public and even interested and
inquisitive entities, such as funders and researchers, to know very much about the field as a whole.
There is good reason to consult professionals in the field itself to learn what works, what doesn’t,
what is needed and what should be done. 

Dance-makers understand this need to consult “the field” very well but sometimes resent the position
in which they are put as a result. As one artist interviewed for this study put it, “I really enjoyed
answering your questions and speaking with you but I thought, ‘Why do they need an assessment?
I can tell them what they need.’ ” This viewpoint or attitude is widely held by dance-makers across
the nation, not just in the Washington, DC area.

On the other hand, people in the field may not have an objective view of the big picture or may not
share common perceptions and judgments. What seems obvious to one might seem unimportant
to another. One person’s proposed solution to an issue may be another person’s anathema. For
example, the dance-maker quoted above went on to tell the interviewer what, in the dance-maker’s
perception, “they need.” What this person named differed substantially from needs identified by
many other dance-makers.

Such differences of view are not hypothetical, and the example cited above is not isolated. In fact,
the overwhelming majority of viewpoints expressed by Washington area dance-makers were varied
and sometimes mutually contradictory.

W
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What this tells us is that there is a balance to be achieved. It is useful to think of this balance not
through the metaphor of negotiated détente between opposing parties, but rather through the image
of Yin and Yang, paradoxically unified yet irreconcilable. In this spirit, the views of professionals with-
in the field can complement and illuminate each other even as they vary and differ. The objectivity of
an outside view and a structured assessment can be tempered by the human experience of the
dance-makers themselves. The passions of dance-makers informed by a lifetime in the field can
be given weight, substance and credibility by the quantitative objectivity of a disinterested inquiry.

One task of this study is to strike such a balance. To this end, we aggressively sought input from
the voices of the region’s dance-makers in six different ways in order to identify and study perceived
strengths and needs of the dance community in the Washington metropolitan area.

� We assembled an advisory group of 19 leaders in the Washington area dance community.
Their first task was to respond to a written survey about “Potential Topics and Concerns,”
identifying issues, concerns and topics that in their view deserved study. In the text of this
study, this survey will be called the “WAAG Survey.”

� We convened a meeting of this Washington Area Advisory Group (WAAG) to spend a full day
discussing the results of the WAAG Survey. This meeting led to a focused discussion of
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and challenges.

� We conducted a census of dance-making entities throughout the greater Washington, DC area.
The process involved actual telephone contact with 95% of the respondents, sometimes resulting
in significant conversations after the census data had been collected. These conversations were
not formally recorded because they were unstructured and uncontrolled. The interviewers, however,
were debriefed to ascertain trends and patterns in a rough qualitative and subjective way. Further,
the data from the census disclosed factual patterns indicating likely avenues for further study.

� We then conducted telephone surveys of 15 varied dance-making entities, both companies
and individuals, none of whom were already represented on the WAAG. We asked interviewees
to identify strengths, challenges, needs and assets in the Washington area dance community
and its environment. Comments were recorded by hand. In the text of this study, this survey
will be called the “phone survey.”

� Based on these first four steps, we developed a written survey instrument to measure attitudes
and opinions about what seemed to be emerging as key issues. We administered this survey by
conventional mail and by email to 119 dance-making artists who were not already on the WAAG
and who were not scheduled to be interviewed in depth. Of these, 43 responded for a return rate
of 36%. The reason for the exclusions was to avoid having the same opinion from one person
recorded more than once. In the text of this study, this survey will be called the “needs survey.”

� Finally, we conducted in-depth interviews with 23 individuals constituting a broadly representative
cross-section of the dance community. Each conversation lasted between 45 and 60 minutes.
Each conversation was recorded and subsequently transcribed. Each participant was
assured of full anonymity. Conversations were guided by a flexible protocol developed as a
consequence of the five steps outlined above. In the text of this study, these conversations
are referred to simply as the “interviews.”
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For a more detailed discussion of the surveys cited above, see Appendix A, “Process.” For actual
copies of the instruments and protocols themselves see Appendix C, “Data Gathering Instruments.”

It is important to understand that this process informed itself. That is to say, the specific choice of
questions or topics addressed by the needs survey and by the interviews could not have been pre-
dicted by the researchers at the beginning of the process. The needs survey and the interviews
represent the kind of balance discussed earlier. Rather than imposing “boilerplate” questions based
on preexisting generic arts surveys, we have taken pains to develop questions and topics specifically
germane to the dance community of greater Washington. 

Overview: The Pattern of Responses

At the beginning of the process, we based initial questions and structures on a standard “Strengths,
Weaknesses, Opportunities and Challenges” (or SWOC) model. The WAAG Survey and initial
meeting, for example, asked the group to identify, discuss and prioritize their thoughts in these four
categories.

Ultimately, however, it became clear that respondents at all levels were not inclined to distinguish
sharply between strengths (internal) and opportunities (environmental). This distinction became
academic because there was overwhelming agreement on the question of strengths, but no discernible
trends whatsoever on the question of opportunities. 

Nor did they distinguish between weaknesses (internal) and challenges (environmental). There was,
however, vigorous discussion of “needs.” Whether addressing a need meant correcting a weakness
in the field or seeking ways of confronting a problem in the environment was not a clear distinction
for most respondents. 

The blurring between internal and external factors regarding weaknesses and challenges is partic-
ularly interesting because in many cases the phenomena reported have both internal and external
qualities. For example, the shortage of administrative personnel for dance companies is a weakness
of the field that is inseparable from the lack of financial resources and qualified applicants that
perpetuates this shortage. 

A metaphor may help further to clarify the dynamics at work here. Consider the classic figure of a
lost traveler crawling across a desert and unlikely to live if he cannot make it to an oasis. It is academic
to draw sharp distinctions between whether his physical dehydration is an internal weakness that
threatens his ability to keep moving or whether the external challenge of heat and aridity is what
really threatens his survival. Instead, we make a mental leap immediately to the “need,” which is
water. So, also, dance-makers in the Washington, DC area dance community have leaped to their
needs in responding to surveys and interviews. 

A number of other possible topics were raised early in the process that seemed to be of significance,
including the role of major college dance departments, the quality of dance being made and taught
in the community, other roles and activities pursued by dance-makers (with special emphasis on
teaching) and perceptions about degrees of stability or change in the Washington, DC area dance
community. These topics proved not to yield clear consensus or major findings, but have been
included in this report for the sake of the information gathered.
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STRENGTHS AND OPPORTUNITIES

The Key Strength

KEY FINDING: There is widespread agreement that diversity is the greatest strength

of the greater Washington, DC area dance community.

The most telling indicator of this finding is the needs survey. Respondents were asked to write in
whatever answer they wished to the question “What do you believe is the Washington, DC dance
community’s greatest strength?” Of the 41 who answered this question, 27 cited diversity. More than a
dozen respondents simply used the word “diversity” alone or in a short phrase, sometimes in capitals or
with exclamation points.

No other factor was cited more than three times. Three respondents named specific people or insti-
tutions as the “greatest strength.” Three other respondents alluded to what might be called “tenacity”
or “perseverance.” Also mentioned were:

� “the determination and can-do spirit of the current generation”

� “ability to survive and thrive on little or no support”

� “the dedication to dance and high quality of performance despite a community that is focused
on political/government matters”

In addition, eight other factors were named, none more than once. They included such things as
Washington’s place as a metropolitan world capital, friendly audiences, dancers knowing each other,
and the sheer amount of dance. 

Among the comments citing “diversity,” the following selection is representative and illuminating.

I feel DC’s strength in dance is its diversity in dance options: dance as performing art, dance
as culture, dance as recreation and dance as social [activity].

The very diversity mentioned earlier. Our kind of dance thrives on an international community,
specifically, but not only [name of language]-speaking. … We also benefit from access to
embassies, cultural attaches, international organizations, etc.

Our rich cultural diversity—you can do and see any kind of dance you want in this international city.

[Also] the recreational dance community is very large and diverse. Swing/lindy/jitterbug,
Cajun/zydeco, contradance, international folkdancing, Scandinavian turning dances, country
western, ballroom, tango and latin/salsa.
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Note that different respondents refer to different kinds of “diversity.” One refers to cultural diversity
while another cites diversity of genre or style and yet a third speaks of the diverse roles dance
might play in society. Another respondent summed it all up by saying, “The diversity of work and
opportunities given to different kinds of dance work.” These kinds of statements also led to one of
our key findings in “The Factual Landscape,” that “Culturally Specific and Other dance-makers
considerably outnumber Ballet and Modern dance-makers in greater Washington, DC.”

This theme reappeared in the 23 in-depth interviews. Interviewees cited cultural diversity often, but
did not limit themselves to this predictable use of the word “diverse.” One spoke of the building of
bridges, many kinds of bridges, across cultures, genres and ages alike. This person also alluded
to some of the challenges inherent in such breadth of diversity:

There is something that’s really beautiful about being with your own tribe, whoever your tribe is.
That is very satisfying. So, I cannot judge a group of dancers who want to do that. But do I feel
welcome? Do I feel angry about that? No, but I can understand why a person who has done
[name of a culture] dance for a long time wouldn’t necessarily want to step into a [name of
another genre] dance class. We have to make sure that there is honor and respect for different
people who are on stage. And that’s me. That’s me learning. That’s the place where the artist
figures out “What skills do I have?” and “Not laying my skills on top of, not teaching, not out-
reaching.” It’s about relating to something that’s human … rather than just “what is dance?”

As we will note later, diversity does present challenges as well as advantages. One person in the
phone survey pointed out that the biggest asset, diversity, was the biggest problem for dance in the
DC metropolitan area and several other people also mentioned this challenge. Accordingly, we asked
dance-makers on the needs survey to agree or disagree with the following statement on a scale of 1
to 5: “The sheer size and cultural diversity of this community is more of an obstacle than an asset for
dance.” Six respondents agreed strongly or rather strongly, but 32 disagreed strongly or rather strongly. 

Clearly, many dance professionals in the Washington area have thought a great deal about the many
forms diversity might take and about the opportunities (as well as the challenges) posed by so varied
a community. It is important to recall, in this context, that the census revealed that the median level of
professional experience for dance-makers was 20 years. Cultural diversity as a political and aesthetic
asset may have bloomed in the ’90s but thoughtful artists in many dance genres and many Culturally
Specific forms have been working professionally in greater Washington for a decade longer than that.

Interestingly, however, this valuation of diversity did not surface early in the process of this study.
Respondents to both the WAAG Survey and the phone survey alluded to diversity but mentioned
other assets with equal emphasis. Respondents to the phone survey mentioned cooperation among
dance artists as an asset as frequently as they mentioned diversity. 

In summary, it seems that the greater Washington, DC area possesses a notably varied dance com-
munity, rich not only in cultural variety but also in styles, genres and uses of dance. This diversity
is widely viewed as an asset and is understood by many in sophisticated and complex terms. This is
an aspect of the dance community that deserves to be made clear to the general public, as well as to
funders and the media, on a repeated and ongoing basis.
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Opportunities: Varied Perceptions

KEY FINDING: No single outstanding opportunity or advantage for dance in the

Washington, DC environment was clearly identified by a majority of survey and

interview respondents. Numerous topics received mention, but there was even

disagreement about some of these.

A number of assets, strengths or opportunities in Washington, DC and in the dance community
were mentioned, though none had the clarity of preference shown for “diversity” as a strength of
the community. The 15 phone survey respondents, for example, when asked to name up to three
strengths/opportunities available to dance-makers in the Washington, DC environment, returned a
list of about 25 separate responses. Some of these were mentioned more than once, but none
more than six times. Here are some highlights from these other positive notes.

High-caliber dancers. Six of the 15 interviewees on the phone survey cited this strength. Not
a great deal was said about this subject. Most of the six respondents simply said, “the dancers”
when asked to name a strength of the dance community. We tested this proposition further by asking
the 23 in-depth interviewees to comment on the caliber of dancers. There was agreement that
dancers in the DC metropolitan area are strong, together with some greater depth of commentary.
Several interviewees pointed out that it depended on the form or genre of dance. Several others
who worked in Culturally Specific or national forms observed that finding and training skilled
dancers in their specific traditions is actually a challenge. One or two disagreed that dancers were
generally strong. It would appear that there is actually a spectrum of capability including truly excellent
dancers in some companies and genres.

Friends and supporters. Again drawing from the phone survey, many alluded with warmth
and gratitude to the loyalty, volunteerism and support of friends, family and colleagues. We explored
this topic in greater depth in the 23 longer interviews and found general agreement tempered by
the related topic of isolation. Apparently dance-makers enjoy strong support within close circles of
associates, but the circles themselves may be isolated. This topic will be discussed at length under
“The Problem of Isolation,” below. 

Comparisons to New York City. A number of people observed in passing that Washington,
DC is close enough to New York City to benefit from the proximity, but separated enough to have
its own identity and certain advantages, such as a lower cost of living. The perception was that in
terms of quality of dance Washington could hold its own with New York but without many of the dis-
advantages. We tested the financial aspect of this pleasant hypothesis by asking for agreement or
disagreement with the following statement on the needs survey: “Washington is a good place for
an artist because it’s cheaper to live here than in New York City.” Of the 43 respondents, 14 (the
largest number) chose a non-committal “3” on a scale from 1 to 5 and 12 didn’t bother to answer
the question. We also discussed the caliber of dancers in the in-depth interviews (see above) and
arrived at mixed results rather than a resounding confirmation that Washington dancers are as
skilled as New York dancers. We concluded that while some people may feel that the New York
comparison is important and attractive, it is a subjective view limited to the people who hold it. 
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Washington, DC is an international capital. Again, while several people offered this view
(three on the needs survey and five on the phone survey), other issues generate disagreement
around this line of thought. For example, several people reported that embassies offer special kinds
of performance opportunities, while several other people pointed out that embassies are ill-equipped
for performances. A few Culturally Specific companies felt that the international makeup of the city
created unparalleled connections to audiences for certain kinds of work, and a few other artists felt
instead that embassy personnel and transient political professionals tended to go only to high-end
touring companies at, for example, The John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts. 

One artist interviewed in depth articulated a strong sense of disconnection from Washington’s role
as an international capital:

We are talking about the capital of the free world and it does not have a national company. You
have this culture that is not relevant to any capital of any country in the world. We are talking
like a three million population metropolitan area. Washington has such a small range of funding
for dance. It’s just embarrassing.

This strong tone is balanced by the voices already mentioned who feel that being in Washington,
DC is itself an advantage. We concluded that there really does not exist at this time a clear perception
of how the international and political nature of Washington supports or hampers the dance field as
a whole. This is an area that deserves some creative thinking.

Notably, only a very few people mentioned funders, service organizations or presenters as strengths
or opportunities in the community.

A variety of other assets, opportunities or strengths were also mentioned in the course of the study,
but most of these others were only spoken of once or twice. Some examples include:

� There is national coverage, thanks to The Washington Post.

� The community has a sense of belief and hope.

� There are a decent number of small venues.

� There are a lot of newly blossoming small dance companies.

� Several specific organizations were named as being supportive.

� Several notable individuals were named as being supportive.

� Good access to ethnic source materials.

� The dance community has a willingness to work hard.
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II CHALLENGES AND WEAKNESSES

The Isolation Problem

KEY FINDING: Groups within the Washington, DC area dance community do not

communicate well with each other and do not have stable mechanisms for col-

laborative efforts.

We come now to what may be biggest and most important challenge or weakness facing the
Washington, DC area dance community. It appears that the dance community divides itself into “circles,”
or enclaves, and that these enclaves or groups are fragmented and isolated. 

Before entering a thorough discussion of this topic, it is important to establish a choice of language
in advance. People used a variety of words to describe these “circles” or “groups,” words such as
“niches,” “pockets,” “cliques,” “factions” and “tribes,” among others. Some of these words carry sig-
nificant connotations or associations, and it is important in this analytical context to use language
that does not cloud the issue. Accordingly, for the ensuing discussion, we will use the relatively neutral
word “circles.” This is a loaded issue, and if any reader finds fault with the word “circles,” please
bear with our intent to maintain a tone of objectivity.

What are these “circles?” Several quotations from the in-depth interviews may help to clarify:

There’s a lot of division in the dance community, and a lot of it has to do with fear for survival.
The cohesiveness comes in individuals, peers and colleagues that you happen to have a rapport
with.

I feel like there’s less of a community feel in DC than I’ve experienced in other towns. … I
definitely exist in a pocket of a number of people who are working around some of the same
things and have some of the same sensibilities. And we support each other, and we do see
each other’s work and talk about each other’s work and work in congruency with each other
in some ways.

Right now there are too many different factions and different elements and issues … and people
don’t know where to focus because they’re all focusing on their own little thing.

Asked what one message should be sent, the interviewee responded, “Wake up and support each
other. Because the longer we stay separated, the longer it’s going to take to really build a true
sense of a community and really open up doors for us to become more stable.”

Also, all 23 interviewees were asked if they had a final thought that they wanted to emphasize.
Seven chose themes of improving community cohesion and getting past what we are calling “circles.”
To put this in perspective, five spoke of the need for more money and the rest all touched on mis-
cellaneous topics. It is worth noting when a topic with dance-makers elicits a bigger response than
the need for money.
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In the course of the interviews, we probed this question by asking artists whether they themselves
go to see each other’s work. Generally the response was that they wished they were able to do so
more than they do now, and in some cases they noted that they see the work of “colleagues” but that
they don’t know much about “other forms” of dance. In short, the concept of “circles” is supported
by this related line of inquiry.

The result is a certain kind of isolation. On the one hand, there is rich support within a given circle.
On the other hand, there is a lack of connection to artists and activities occurring in other circles.
We tested this concern further with two related questions on the needs survey.

Asked to agree or disagree with the statement “The dance community in Washington is very cohesive
and supportive,” 19 of 43 respondents chose a non-committal “3,” or chose to agree moderately or
strongly. This left 24 who disagreed in some measure, thus indicating that a substantial but not
decisive portion of the sample does not feel that the community is cohesive and supportive. This
answer is mixed.

Asked to agree or disagree with the statement “The dance community in Washington would be
better off if artists and companies communicated with each other better and supported each other
better,” 34 out of 41 respondents agreed moderately or strongly. Only seven were non-committal
or disagreed. This is a clear answer in favor of improved communication and mutual support. 

On the phone survey, four respondents indicated “cooperation among companies” as one of the greatest
needs of the community. Only two other topics had as many as four responses. Several respondents
cited lack of respect for other genres and lack of cooperation among companies as challenges.

The degree of isolation is sometimes heartfelt. One artist said, “You are referring to whether an artist
has supportive arms around them? I would love that but I don’t have that support … even a little finger
that helps me.” Another, based in a suburb, said of downtown circles, “I don’t feel like I’m involved in
any of those or that any of those people would think of asking me to participate in things. I don’t think
they are trying to snub me, but I don’t believe I’m thought of as a person who’s out there doing work.”

All that said, it remains important to reiterate that many people insist that the Washington, DC area
dance community is “friendly” and “supportive.” What this means is that the isolation and the “circles”
are not products or symptoms of backbiting, dog-eat-dog competitiveness or of festering divisions
and factionalism. It is also worth noting that neither the phone survey, the interviews nor the optional
comments on the needs survey yielded any instances of factionalism, personal attacks or heated
issues with polarized camps in disagreement. Criticisms were expressed at times about particular
policies or institutions, sometimes referencing people in lead roles, but that is to be expected. The
important thing is that through our various contacts with the dance community at many levels we
found a pervasive tone of civility. The words “friendly” and “supportive” were second and third on the
list of words used to describe the DC area dance community, behind only “diverse.”

What, then, are the origins and sustaining circumstances of the isolated “circles?” 

There is no simple answer. The origins and circumstances are many. They include geography,
diversity of genres and cultural origins, lack of time for artists, historical precedent, lack of centralizing
institutions or activities that embrace the whole of the greater metropolitan area and perhaps other
elements as well.
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As already noted in “The Factual Landscape” (see “Geography 1: Location, Location, Location.”), the
geography of the greater Washington, DC area causes isolation and encourages the formation of
physically separated “circles” of activity. Even the structure of the highway system is part of this
problem. Not only is the Capital Beltway (Interstate-495) notoriously overburdened, there is also no
direct fast transit route through the District itself. Thus, for example, anyone involved with dance in
Silver Spring or Takoma Park, MD faces palpable difficulty attending a class, an event, a rehearsal
or a meeting involving dance in Alexandria, VA. This would not be so great a problem if dance were
centered in the District, but the census shows that 23% of dance-making entities are in Virginia,
49% in Maryland and only 28% in the District.

The fact that two states and the District pose three different socio-governmental structures also
contributes to physical isolation. So does the fact that audiences have as much difficulty traveling
around Washington, DC as artists or anybody else. The listing of 468 performance sites last year
as noted in “The Factual Landscape” underscores the fact that many companies perform where
they can go and where their audiences are willing to come, rather than in centrally located, high-
visibility venues.

The diversity of genres in this region’s community is indeed a kind of wealth, but it also can lead to
specialization and the creation of genre-based “circles.” This is partly because dance skills do not
necessarily translate quickly across genres. By way of comparison, an excellent musician who
plays violin might not be skilled at playing the electric guitar. Similarly, a virtuoso performer of East
Indian kathak dance might not be able to do classical European ballet without additional years of
time-consuming and expensive training. 

As a result, dance-makers working in forms less commonplace than Modern Dance in its many
forms, or Ballet, may find it necessary to identify and seize upon the relatively few dancers who are
skilled at their national or Culturally Specific dance forms. Dancers trained in Modern Dance might
perform in a variety of Modern companies but dancers in a Tibetan dance company might be limited
to former students of the one and only teacher who also serves as choreographer. Several Culturally
Specific artists in the interviews reported this exact phenomenon. Nor is it necessary to offer exotic
forms from faraway lands as examples of this consequence of genre diversity. American western
square-dancers, for example, are unlikely to be skilled at American hip-hop, and vice versa.

As noted earlier, Culturally Specific and “Other” dance genres account for 60% of the 186 com-
panies in the census, or 129 companies to be exact. Ballet posts 27 companies; Modern 55. So,
does this mean that Culturally Specific companies can train, retain and exchange dancers more
easily? Not at all. The reality is that the 129 Culturally Specific and Other companies embrace
more than 35 genres, many of them as different from each other as the violin is from the electric
guitar. That averages out to less than four companies per genre, and some forms like flamenco,
Middle Eastern and Bharata Natyam have a dozen or more practitioners while Panamanian folk-
dance has only one. Thus, more than a hundred companies draw from pools of available dancers
sufficient for half a dozen or fewer companies, while Ballet draws from 27 or more sources and
Modern from 55 or more.

The result is that the less-numerously represented genres may develop very tight “circles” around
themselves. In cases where there are a few more dance-makers, they may even form specialized
professional associations. A good example is Washington Area Mid-East Dance Association. In this
way, the asset of diversity leads also to a fragmentation of the community. 
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The issue of lack of time first surfaced at a day-long meeting of the WAAG in Spring 2002. There
we learned that a challenge for smaller dance-making entities in greater Washington was that many
dance artists, choreographers and performers alike, held full-time daytime jobs because there was
so little money for dance in the DC area. This in turn meant that rehearsals had to be jammed into
evenings and weekends, which created scheduling nightmares and a shortage of space during
peak hours. How this translates into the formation of “circles” is simple. When you barely have time
to get through your own agenda, you cannot spare any hours or even minutes to learn about someone
else’s agenda. Further, if you have some friends, family and colleagues helping you with this time
crunch, you become very grateful to them and very close to them. Thus, a “circle” begins to coalesce
around a dance-maker.

To test this hypothesis voiced at the WAAG meeting, we included a series of questions on the
needs survey. We asked respondents if they had paid jobs outside the dance field and whether
those jobs were full- or part-time. We also asked if they taught dance in addition to their work as
dance-makers and, if so, in what kinds of circumstances.

The results were less clear-cut than we expected. Of the 43 respondents, 24 reported outside jobs.
Of these, 15 were full time and 10 were part time (with one hard-working person reporting one of
each). That’s a substantial proportion of the sample, 56%, but it leaves 19 who checked the box
saying that they do not hold employment outside the dance field.

The question of teaching dance, however, yielded much more substantial results. Fully 35 out of
43 respondents reported teaching in addition to dance-making. On average these 35 taught at two
sites. Three reported teaching at five or more different sites, 14 reported teaching at only one, and
the remaining 18 respondents reported two, three or four sites. Most common were not-for-profit
dance studios, with 20 examples. Second and third most common were community centers and
commercial studios. Other sites included colleges and K–12 schools. Finally, of the 24 who reported
jobs outside dance, 18 reported teaching at one or more sites in addition to their “day-jobs” and in
addition to their work as dance-makers.

The picture that these figures give us is one of dance-makers who work more than one job as a
matter of course. This would be consistent with what the WAAG reported anecdotally, that dance-
makers have to work such long hours that they have little time for other concerns.

A related problem may be that dance-makers also tend not to have support staff. Most choreographer-
directors of small entities do a large portion of the production, marketing and administrative work
themselves, again in their spare time. Data from the census tells us that 114 of the 186 dance-making
entities report no paid staff at all. Once again the connection to isolation and “circles” is clear. If the
artists have to spend time doing their own administrative work, they have little time for networking, pro-
fessional education, seeing each other’s shows and other steps that would erode barriers and improve
communication. 

We raised this topic in the interviews as well, and received a response that was at first startling. As
expected, a number of dance-makers spoke eloquently and bitterly of the impact that administrative
and other “support” work had on their time and energy for making dances. The surprise was that
this response was not unanimous. In fact, a few voices spoke up in favor of this situation. For example:
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That means that I have skills that can communicate about the work that I’m doing beyond what
it is that you see. … I believe that it’s not a bad thing that artists are involved as administrators
as well.

It’s intrinsic to the growth level at which a company is at the time. If an individual is starting up
a company, they are going to be doing it all themselves. … There’s a level of mentoring for
young dancers for them to be able to figure out how to do that administrative work, which is
very important. … I don’t think it’s a bad thing.

I do it pretty well. I’ve done it long enough to have a pretty good system organized.

This unexpected measure of positivism regarding administrative work finds an echo on the needs
survey. When we asked respondents whether they had “day-jobs" we also asked them to assess
the impact of those jobs on their creative work, using a scale from 1 to 5. We expected that those
with full time jobs would complain of a high impact. But the average of the responses was only 3.17.
The survey instrument defined “3” as “somewhat,” scarcely a dramatic result. The curve was also
interesting. Five respondents chose “1,” meaning “not at all” and five chose “5” meaning “a great
deal.” The other responses fell between these matched polar opposites.

Is there an explanation for this current of positivism and acceptance regarding support work?
Unfortunately, we were not able to pursue this avenue further, so this study cannot provide either
a quantitative analysis or a qualitative series of explanatory quotations on the subject.

There is, however, a plausible hypothesis worth considering. It may be that a number of DC area
dance-makers have become skillful and accustomed to doing large amounts of support work without
paid staff. It may also be that some of them have assembled close “circles” of volunteers and asso-
ciates around themselves to address this work, and that the relationships within the circle are, as
reported above, “friendly” and “supportive.” The result might be that some dance-makers have a
situation that does not seem broken and therefore need not be fixed. 

If this were the case, it would have an unintended consequence. It would help to perpetuate and
harden the environment of isolated “circles.”

Historical precedent may also play a role. According to the census, the median founding date for a
dance-making entity or company in the DC area is 1993 and the median date for dance-makers
“going professional” is 1983; that is, 10 years for companies and 20 years for dance-makers. As a
corollary, there may be a great deal of experience and inertia underlying many of the patterns and
practices identified by this study, including the existence of isolated “circles.”

Finally, one more contributing factor to the existence of isolated “circles” is the relative lack of cen-
tralizing institutions or activities. One reason that the fledgling Metro Dance Awards generated so
much enthusiasm in its first year is that the event had a centralizing impact. Although now there are
some controversies to be worked through surrounding this event, the impulse to have a gathering
point remains vivid. 

The fact remains that Washington, DC lacks a dance service organization formally constituted to
embrace the entirety of the greater DC area as defined by this study. Whether such an organization
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would be a good idea is a question to be addressed. Opinions in the needs survey and in the interviews
were mixed.

Needs survey respondents were asked to agree or disagree with the statement “The Washington,
DC dance community would benefit from the creation of a service organization comparable to (for
example) Dallas Dance Council, Dance/NYC or Florida Dance Association.” There was strong support,
averaging 4.35 on a scale of 1 to 5. But thoughtful voices in the interviews had a more varied
approach to this idea. Some were cautiously supportive: “Unless we as a community really—and
this gets back to the service organization—really come together and share resources and think out
of the box, you’re not going to have the same kind of growth now that you had a generation ago.”

Others are openly enthusiastic about some kind of collective organization:

If the community were organized, 30, 20 strong pieces of that community were together and
were able to work through a planning process, past conflict, have the roundtables and make the
leap and say okay we’re going to make this space, and do the fighting that you need to do, 
prioritize and be strategic and smart about what’s going to happen in 10 years and where you
want to go with this, provide some leadership... doing all that is very difficult, I recognize that,
but its not like we don’t have those pieces and those resources. So I always come back to: why
is it that we really don’t have the strength of relationship to solve this problem? Let’s address
this issue as a community. Collectively it’s not impossible. This is my hope for this process.

And others are more skeptical:

I think if you have a rapport with another artist or another organization, you can champion that. But
this notion that you’re going to put everyone in this facility and they’re going to share all their
resources successfully, I just think it has to be done a lot more carefully.

In this regard, Washington, DC is very much like several other cites recently studied, including San
Francisco and Chicago. There is the absence of a clear and prominent dance service organization
serving the field broadly, there is a perceived need for some kind of organization, and there is a
concern that old ideas and models might be suspect. How to invent a new one? That is the question. 

The Public Perception Problem

KEY FINDING: Dance based in the Washington, DC area often receives less than

robustly respectful treatment on many fronts, including within the field itself.

KEY FINDING: The political and international role of Washington, DC as a world

capital is at best a mixed blessing for the arts because the focus is elsewhere.

A thread running through many conversations and surveys is that the dance community of the
greater Washington, DC area somehow does not feel that it gets taken as seriously as it deserves.
This theme is echoed in other communities as well, notably San Francisco, so it is not on first
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glance particular to the DC community. The question here, as elsewhere, is whether this complaint
is just a human response to the universal challenges faced by dance in America or whether there is
a genuine disconnect between dance professionals and the community where they reside and work.

As one might expect, lack of educated media coverage was a common complaint. So, too, was the
frequent observation that touring companies from elsewhere, such as New York, seemed to get
better attention from presenters and reviewers than local companies. But the perception of “lack of
respect” cast a much wider net than the usual media and presenting targets.

To begin with, the dance community itself receives criticism from a number of voices for its own
competitiveness and internal lack of mutual support. For example, the phone survey produced a list
of 15 weaknesses or obstacles in the dance community, as seen by those who responded. 

Among others, these included:

� Prejudices between philosophies and genres;

� Lack of cooperation among companies;

� Lack of respect for non-mainstream genres. 

One of those surveyed spoke of “separatism rather than unity.” Another said, “If you are not a main-
stream dancer, there is no stimulation and exchange between artists, no observers, catalysts, or
encouragement.” Voices throughout this assessment process spoke of need for better support and
respect for smaller companies as well as the large and visible ones, better support and respect for
dance forms other than the most widely seen and practiced ones, and better respect and support
for younger artists as well as more established ones. This issue has already been touched on at
length under the topic of “Isolation,” above.

A specific concern was mentioned by several people, some but not all of them African-American.
They pointed out that African and African-American dance companies and forms are deeply rooted
in the Washington, DC community and that they represent a large African-American community in
the general population of the city. They believe that these companies and forms do not get the
recognition they deserve. The census lists 13 companies who identify themselves as Culturally
Specific within African cultures, and these do not include hip-hop groups nor even the The Dance
Institute of Washington, which describes itself as “ballet and modern.” Five of the 13 are 20 or more
years old, and none has a budget of more than $150,000. 

One of the 23 in-depth interviews yielded a clear and detailed statement of the perceived lack of
acceptance for at least one kind of non-mainstream form. 

I really feel that the more alternative dance community, the avant garde if you will, that’s not
great label, but that part of the community really needs a place to focus it and give it an identity.
I do think it would be a challenge to keep it up and running. But I think over time there is a
community that could support it and would support it, and I think it’s one of the reasons people
leave here. Because they don’t have a place that nurtures their interest in the art. It’s easy to
find traditional modern classes, jazz, ballet classes or even more traditional or postmodern
classes. But anything that’s new dance or on the edge is very hard to find.
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How does all this relate to the overwhelming perception that the greatest strength of the community
is its diversity? There is, in fact, an internal tension. Among the needs survey respondents, the following
comments occurred:

[We need] people in the field who want to improve the overall quality of the dance within the area
instead of plastering their own names everywhere and lambasting others.

I feel there should be a better sense of community and support, less catfighting and competition.

Those who survive are seen as opportunity-seekers as opposed to sustainers of a legacy of
arts. Those who ultimately don’t succeed see it as Us vs. Them.

The contrast between the first two quotations offered above and the third is instructive and ironic.
It suggests that laudable efforts to pursue excellence with pragmatic realism may be at odds with
equally constructive desires to nurture growth, embrace diversity and improve cooperation. When
resources are scarce and support from the community at large hard-won at best, it is not surprising
to see artists torn between striving to work together for the common good and making hard-nosed,
sometimes competitive decisions for personal survival.

The same tension, seen from a slightly different angle, occurs on three of the quantitatively measured
questions of the needs survey. Asked if the dance community in Washington “…is cohesive and
supportive,” respondents were lukewarm at best, averaging only 2.4 on a scale of 1 to 5 for agree-
ment with the idea. Asked if the dance community would be better off if “… artists and companies …
supported each other better,” there was enthusiastic agreement, averaging 4.5. But when asked if
the “size and diversity of the community is more of an obstacle than an asset for dance,” there was
resounding rejection of the statement, with 26 out of 43 respondents selecting “1” for “strongly disagree.”
In other words, “We don’t support each other very well, we need to support each other better, but
the fact that we’re so different from each other is the least of our problems.” 

There can be little doubt that this tension is, in part, a product of the isolation noted and discussed
at length earlier. From inside the protective but isolating support of one of the “circles,” it is easy,
almost inevitable, to be grateful for the breadth of diversity that offers artists their individual enclaves,
while at the same time suffering from ignorance of how other “circles” operate and resenting the
success of those that seem to fare better than one’s own.

One Modern Dance choreographer embodied this tension in two sections of the same interview,
separated by perhaps 15 minutes and several intervening topics. Early in the interview s/he said,
“What has interested me about Washington is that the density of the art and the diversity allows me
to undertake many types of dance pathways all at the same time.” Later, s/he said, “There’s a lot
of resistance to supporting things that are newer or more experimental. There’s a great deal of
emphasis on recognizing more traditional forms. That’s a big challenge for me.” These two positions
are not mutually compatible, but they can coexist in one choreographer’s mind and in the dance
community as a whole.

It seems likely that dealing with the “lack of respect” problem within the field will go hand in glove
with addressing the “isolation” problem. The opportunity is certainly there. Widespread respect for
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the diversity of the field exists as a concept, but can be put better into practice if the barriers
between new and experienced, between “mainstream” and “diverse,” between “traditional” and
“experimental” can be diminished. One of the most cheerfully positive observations on this situation
came from one of the interviews:

I’m pretty open-minded. I’m trying to get to the upside, especially in such a small garden. I’m
trying to spread the fertilizer around every plant. Till it’s really blooming. Once it’s blooming you
can start weeding. You can have standards once you have standards.

The dance community itself is not the only entity besides the media and the presenters to come
under fire for lack of respect. The funding community also met criticism, and not just for failing to
provide as much money as people would like. That topic will be discussed later. The real problems
are the perception that many agencies are dismissive and that many agencies are too difficult to
deal with. 

On the needs survey, respondents who did not often submit applications for grants were asked to
comment on their choice. A total of 26 comments were received, some from people who reported
seeking grants regularly and often. They voluntarily wrote in comments because of the vehemence
of their feelings.

� Ten indicated lack of time/staff/resources as a barrier to grant-seeking.

� Seven indicated a belief that the effort is hopeless.

� Only three indicated that lack of information or expertise was a barrier.

� Six other responses were varied.

Realizing as we do that funding agencies are more mindful of the realities faced by arts organizations
than many applicants may appreciate, we approach this topic gingerly. We draw no conclusions of
our own, but we transmit the observations of voices from the field. Not just one, but a number of
respondents and interviewees volunteered comments such as the following:

I have answered “frequently,” but would like to make a statement as to why we give up on grants.
We constantly seek support from the government and from private foundations. And spend lots of
time preparing them. However, we receive very little in return. These organizations have system-
atically awarded funds to the larger, already established, more traditional dance institutions.

We are a small ethnic dance group with limited audience potential, … and I know that the funding
priorities of the larger foundations do not include activities of groups like ours.
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At the {XXX} Foundation, I was told before I wrote the grant that I could write a proposal that
would cover several projects. … The grant was rejected, and I was told that they only fund organ-
izations that have the potential to grow administratively. … I also got the feeling that production at
The Kennedy Center was used as a measurement for artistic growth.

From the {ZZZ} Foundation I received an acknowledgment postcard that they received my
grant. I never received a formal rejection of any kind.

These are unsettling voices. Even if the premises, assumptions and attitudes behind them and others
like them are seen as misguided or uninformed, there remains at minimum a challenge for all parties
concerned to seek improved communications and understanding. 

Attitudes toward presenters and their audiences follow a predictable pattern. It seems clear that
Washington, DC is like every other community in that companies on tour have more sizzle than “the
locals.” As a result, most local companies have to self-present the majority of the time. We did not
undertake a survey of presenting organizations and theaters in this study, but we note that most
comments about the local versus touring issue focus on The Kennedy Center and its audiences. 

If the audience of Washington, DC sees that the Kirov Ballet is coming to The Kennedy Center,
it will be a sold-out performance. But if a local company, it won’t be. Now maybe that’s because
they don’t give “local” enough respect.

You mention dance, they say,  “Oh yeah I just went to The Kennedy Center and saw blah blah
blah.” And you say, “Ever been to Dance Place?” and they say, “Where’s that?” So I think
there’s provincialism: what happens here is not of interest.

As a result, many voices spoke of a need for more performing opportunities in Washington, DC.
These took many forms, some closely related. Eight people spoke of lack of “appropriate” performance
spaces, especially for dance forms needing special flooring, dimensions or other technical require-
ments. Nearly 20 spoke of a need for a new medium-size theater and 33 out of 43 respondents on
the needs survey indicated strong or very strong agreement that a new 200 – 400 seat theater is
needed. It would appear that the Washington, DC area dance community wisely knows better than
to beat its head against the brick wall of public preference for touring companies. Their call for a new
theater and their ingenuity in ferreting out a wide variety of performing spaces throughout the area
show their willingness to seek greater respect through increased local exposure on a grassroots level.

Attitudes toward the media are generally negative but without the edge of furious outrage that one
finds in some communities. Indeed, when the needs survey asked respondents to agree or disagree
with a statement that the DC area media are generally “ignorant and dismissive” of dance, a delib-
erately provocative question, there was only lukewarm agreement. Answers averaged 3.7 on a
scale of 1 to 5. And while 26 out of 43 respondents agreed somewhat or strongly, 10 respondents
disagreed somewhat or strongly and 6 were neutral. Several people, when asked about the media,
gave mixed responses. Some singled out particular writers or newspapers as laudable. Others con-
demned the same writers and newspapers. 
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Three issues regarding the media emerge clearly. The first, and simplest, is that media coverage
depends heavily on newspapers, with very little activity occurring on television, radio, or the internet.
There was very little discussion of this situation, but the implications are important. If, for example,
a central service agency of some kind were created, one of its programs could be the maintenance
of some kind of website like Dance/NYC’s calendar, VoiceofDance in California, or MNArtists at the
Walker Art Center in Minnesota. The Chicago dance community is presently exploring the creation
of a website on which a census of dance-making entities and related organizations can be maintained
and updated for public use.

The second media issue is that coverage of performances is sparse and ill-timed. Since most self-
produced shows are under-capitalized, artists can’t afford to run for more than one weekend. (This
is also the case in many communities besides Washington, DC.) Further, several of the most
sought-after local spaces, such as Joy of Motion and Dance Place, are multiuse facilities. Multiple
weekends can’t be scheduled even if they could be afforded because other activities are booked
into the space. The final domino to fall in this chain of obstacles to good exposure is that any
review, even a favorable one, is likely to appear in print only after the show has closed. The fact
that very, very few preview articles are ever printed is taken by the dance community as one more
indictor of disrespect for “the locals.”

The most common comment about the media, however, is about the quality of coverage rather than
the quantity. Many artists felt that the majority of people writing about dance were ignorant, biased,
or ill-informed about particular genres of dance or even about dance in general. This is certainly a
plausible charge, given that the majority of media coverage falls to the newspapers and they have
limited space and resources to steer towards dance. In a dance community as diverse as Washington,
DC’s, there is little likelihood that the small number of writers giving any focus to dance could
embrace the entire community and all its variety with uniform understanding and expertise. 

Numerous Culturally Specific artists alluded to this problem, but the charge is also leveled in various
ways at some writers discussing “mainstream” forms, such as Modern or Ballet, or dance in general.
For example:

The WDC dance community needs an educated press and critics (radio, magazines, newspapers)
who understand the culture of DC and are not trying to make DC into New York or any other place.

Better previews and reviews from the Washington Post and other publications. We need to
realize that there are local artists doing work equal to the upper echelon of the choreographers
in other parts of the country.

There’s in general really not much support for dance in the paper. So every time something is
written for modern dance there’s a certain spin on it that makes it sound either ridiculous or
second-rate or something.

The “public respect” issue has one more dimension beside the media, audiences and presenters,
funding agencies and the dance community itself. This dimension is the role of Washington, DC as
the nation’s capital and a “world city.”
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Consider the following three facts:

� The National Endowment for the Arts is a national agency, not a DC agency, and so too are
many other institutions in this unique city.

� The District itself has a long history of being “neither flesh nor fowl,” not a state or territory,
unrepresented for many, many years in Congress, yet the seat of American government.

� For 15 of the past 23 years, the party in power in Washington, DC has been a party of arts-
unfriendly right-ism, and even in 1994 (one of the Clinton years) the so-called “Republican
Revolution” took place in Congress amid an exceptionally searing and virulent attack on the
arts in general and the NEA in particular.

Thus, the arts in greater Washington, including dance, find themselves in yet another internal tension.
On the one hand, dance in the capital of the free world is nestled next to the world’s most potent
seat of power, influence and visibility. On the other hand, dance is also located right in the lion’s den.
The point of the three facts stated above is that major institutions in DC, including but not limited to
Congress, have a history of taking care of the nation better than they take care of the District, and
even in the best of cases, the ruling class of the past 23 years has shown itself to be not the best
friend of the arts. 

This tension between advantages and dangers of making art in Washington, DC is reflected in the
widely mixed comments from many speakers. Some are enthusiastic:

DC is the best! Because there is a large international community. Embassies create a lot of
opportunities.

Nation’s capital … artists should have an influence on political thinking … there is a sense of
hope, new and young, excitement, new adventures.

It’s a multi-cultural place and they love the art. So, they come to dance companies. Some of us
do  well. … It’s just a matter of how, really, how you want to do it, being an artist.

But other artists are less positive:

I was thinking it’s going to be great living here …it’s going to be amazing developing as a
choreographer. Wrong. Washington is just the political capital of this country. It’s not the cultural,
it’s not the economical capital. There is no money for dance in this city.

Detriments include the split between the federal government and the District government, and
the lack of corporate sponsorship here, and the handful of foundations that support the arts.
And the political overtones of the city overtake the ability for cultural life to have as strong an
impact as it could.
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From these and similar comments one can easily how see how one frustrated artist would say, as
quoted before, “We are talking about the capital of the free world and it does not have a national
company. … Washington has such a small range of funding for dance. It’s just embarrassing.” 

It is probably unlikely that the dance community can exercise any effort of collective will that might
change the overall culture of Washington, DC as a capital. But it is important that advocates for
dance understand the unique challenges of the environment in which they are operating. Perhaps
a case could be made on many levels over time for nourishing what might be called a “national”
arts community in the Washington, DC area, but this would take a great deal of time and effort.
Absent such a campaign it is likely that dance, and other local arts producers as well, will continue
to experience a condition of not-always-benign neglect in America’s capital for some time to come.
It won’t be the first time the poor have shivered on the very doorsteps of the rich and powerful.

The Resources Problem

KEY FINDING: Chronic lack of financial resources creates not just one but several

vicious circles, trapping dance artists in circumstances that they are powerless to

remedy.

It is a truism that dance is underfunded, no matter which company you ask or which community
you survey. Analyses of the field, needs assessments, even individual strategic plans at dance
companies commonly sidestep this fact. The question becomes, “What do they need besides, of
course, money?” The strategy, long, mid or short term, becomes, “How can we improve our efficiency
to maximize dwindling or flat resources?”

Boilerplate advice from financial planning consultants is to project both earned and contributed
income not one penny higher than current-year actual levels unless confirmed information affects the
process otherwise. Few dance companies ever base hard decisions with consequences on commit-
ment to the premise, “Raise or earn more money.” The attempt to do either is viewed as a goal rather
than a strategy, an end to be gratefully seized after it occurs rather than a process to be undertaken.
These are the actions and outlooks of people conserving scarce resources in a harsh environment.

That said, there are degrees of underfunding. Like the animals in George Orwell’s Animal Farm,
some of whom are more equal than others, some dance communities are more underfunded than
others. This may or may not be rigorously demonstrable in the case of the Washington, DC area
dance community, because comparable data across communities has never been assembled. But
a clear case can be made that the consequences of underfunding contribute to nearly every challenge
documented in this assessment, including many that are surprising and many that are uncommon.

One such is the issue of available time for grant-seeking. As noted earlier, 10 out of 26 respondents
to a question about this matter answered by saying they did not have enough time or staff to do
the work of pursuing grant support. There are two immediate reasons why they have no time. The
first is that the vast majority of choreographers leading ensembles have no money to hire staff, and
therefore they have to do most of the support work themselves. Recall that only 21 out of 170 com-
panies who answered this question reported having even one full-time staff person and that only 36
had part-time staff, for a total of 57. That leaves 113 companies with no paid staff.
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Who are these companies with no paid staff? A total of 114 companies checked a box for “No paid
staff at all.” Of these, three have budgets over $100,000, 12 have budgets between $25,000 and
$99,000 and 25 have budgets between $10,000 and $25,000. Founding dates for these companies
include all decades from the 60’s through the ‘00s, with 37% founded earlier than 1990. Their artistic
directors report 57% “going pro” earlier than 1990. Forty-one out of 114, or 36% are 501(c)(3) cor-
poration*s and 66 of them, or 58%, pay their dancers even though they can’t pay staff. Thirty-eight
of them report touring nationally (beyond Virginia, DC and Maryland) in the preceding year and they
report combined audiences totaling 463,910. 

In other words, the companies with no paid staff are not limited to the smallest, newest, youngest,
least professional, least credible and least visible entities on the list. The point is obvious. Serious,
professional, established, touring companies led by mature, experienced adult artists, commanding
credible audiences, exporting themselves to other regions and engaging dancers worth compensating
even when no one else gets paid have so little money that they can’t afford any staff at all. Having
no staff, the founder/choreographer has no time, and having no time, cannot jump through complex
hoops to seek grants. It is a vicious chicken-and-egg cycle. 

The second reason that these artists have so little time is that they are also multiply employed. In
addition to running their company, creating work, in many cases keeping track of tens of thousands
of dollars, in some cases booking tours outside the Washington, DC area, and often handling all
publicity and sometimes the legal and business requirements of a 501(c)(3), they also hold jobs to
buy groceries and pay the rent. Artists in the census were asked to check off various roles they
might fill within the dance world, such as “teacher,” “performer,” “artistic director,” “freelance chore-
ographer” and others. Obviously some of these could serve as sources of income. Out of 164 who
responded to this question, 150 checked not just two, but three or more such multiple jobs. The
average was 4.4 jobs. Some have even more work because they also hold “day-jobs” outside the
dance field. On the needs survey, we asked a representative sample of artists if they held “day-jobs”
unrelated to dance, and if so whether the jobs were full time or part time. Out of 43 respondents,
24 (or 56%) said yes and 15 of those 24 reported full time work. 

These are very busy people.

Similar situations exist for dancers, many of whom dance for more than one ensemble because so
few ensembles can afford to pay dancers as salaried employees. So they, too, perform multiple
tasks within the field and many have “day-jobs.” The result, besides a severe distraction from the
making of good art, is that people with day-jobs often have to do their dancing evenings and weekends.
Everybody is therefore trying to rehearse at the same time of day, creating a desperate shortage
of usable rehearsal space and contributing to the use of performing spaces for multiple purposes.
(Over 20 people cited lack of rehearsal and studio space as a pressing need for the community.)
This scheduling crunch in turn contributes in several ways to the inability of companies to perform
more than one weekend, which leads to less press coverage, smaller audiences, less credibility on
which to base grant requests or publicity campaigns, and the vicious circles go round and round. 

Recall that this entire phalanx of tumbling dominoes begins with lack of money. 

The lack of money also contributes to the culture of “circles” that fuels the destructive isolation of
dance artists discussed earlier. Lacking paid staff, artists have to surround themselves with friends
and supporters committed enough to serve as willing unpaid volunteers, whether as dancers, as
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administrators or even as audience. A sinister way of explaining this is to say that the artist’s
dependence on the circle and the circle’s commitment to the artist both become so great that an
exclusionary microcosm comes into being. A more positive way of explaining the same phenomenon
is to say that when money is scarce, artists are forced and even encouraged to build complex networks
of collaboration, volunteerism, personal networking and mutual support. Either way the process
begins with lack of money and ends with the creation of a “circle.”

Lack of money contributes to the “public perception” problem as well. It fuels understandably
human impulses to be competitive within the field, and as already explained, it contributes to a
shortage of rehearsal and performance time, which in turn may diminish the quality of the art.
Shaky performances and under-done choreography do nothing to increase respect for the art form
with the media, the funding community, or the general public. 

Needless to say, lack of money is the single need most commonly cited by respondents across all
surveys and interviews in this assessment process.

OTHER TOPICS OF INTEREST

Introduction

For various reasons, four additional topics arose in the course of the assessment. None of the four
contributed significantly to identifying the key strengths, weakness and challenges facing the
Washington, DC dance community, though each can be linked to the high-priority issues by some
means or another. These four topics have been included in this report for the value of the information
gleaned about them. They are:

� The Quality of the Art

� The Role of the Universities

� Teaching Dance

� Winds of Change
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The Quality of the Art

Early inquiries into what might be strengths of the Washington, DC area dance community yielded
several voices from the WAAG suggesting that the caliber of dance was quite high in this community.
Some hypothesized that proximity to New York but a lower cost of living led to a win-win situation
that attracted dancers of high caliber. 

We tested this hypothesis three ways: by asking on the phone survey for additional input to the
question of strengths, by putting quantified questions about quality of art and about cost-of-living
on the needs survey, and by including the topic in many though not all of the 23 formal Interviews.

The development of this topic underwent an evolution as it went along. The phone survey came
first, and while seven respondents cited good dancers as a strength of the community, four cited
need for better dancers as a challenge and two cited inability to retain dancers as a weakness. The
number of respondents was not large, but the viewpoint was clearly divided. 

Accordingly, we placed questions about all aspects of the quality of the art on the protocol for the
interviews, and we tested the cost-of-living hypothesis on the needs survey. There, respondents
were asked to agree or disagree with two antithetical but not diametrically opposed statements:
“Washington is a good place for an artist because it’s cheaper to live here than in New York,” and
“It is too expensive to live in Washington and this is a challenge.”

As a result of additional input from the WAAG and the phone survey, we also crafted a question
about quality of choreography so that it specified the genre in which the respondent worked. This
question postulated, “The general quality of choreography around Washington in the form of dance
that I practice is very high.”

To our surprise, all three questions received noncommittal responses, including both sides of the
antithetical pair of questions about cost-of-living. One question scored 3.0 on a scale of 1 to 5, one
scored 3.3 and one scored 2.9. The entire topic was seemingly a non-issue and a non-finding.

Still, we asked an open-ended question in many of the 23 formal interviews: “What do you think of
the quality of the work you see here?” The responses varied widely. Some examples include:

I see incredible work being done here with not the publicity, not the support of the community,
not the support of the critics. And that’s really frustrating to me.

With the exception of a handful of people I find the work uninspiring.

It varies. Some are very good, some are growing and some shouldn’t have been on stage. You
can pay money to see someone who thinks they have something to show but he doesn’t have it.

Choreography is uneven. I find that some people are being celebrated right now but their work
is not very interesting.
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I believe that the quality of dance depends entirely on the genre and the intent. Washington
has everything. The level of arts, I mean. There are artists that have very definite visions and
they are reaching their goals.

I’m disappointed. It’s the money, but also the vision. We don’t have a vision in dance in
Washington.

Other responses not included here are equally varied. Our conclusion is that there does not exist
a widely held opinion about the caliber of dance occurring in Washington, and that this may be a
natural consequence of the considerable diversity in the community. How can one compare apples
to oranges?

The Role of the Universities

Four universities were named over and over as significant centers for dance education at the college
level. They were George Washington University, American University, George Mason University, and
the University of Maryland, College Park. At the outset of the assessment process, we were told by
the WAAG that these dance departments were significant and that we should look into their roles.

Nearly everything we learned was qualitative, through the interviews. We did ask people on the
needs survey to indicate if they taught at colleges. Eight indicated teaching at public colleges and
four indicated teaching at private colleges, not a large response.

Responses in the interviews were equally inconclusive. There was a range of opinions about the
caliber of teaching being done. Pressed on the question of what kind of relationship might exist
between the colleges and the “downtown” dance scene we received noncommittal answers. It was
noted, for example, that some graduates stayed in town to dance locally. When this topic was followed
up, responses basically indicated no particular reasons or patterns for people staying or leaving.
One person said, “You know how it is. People get out of college and stay or leave depending on
where they’re headed.”

We also learned that several long-standing and legendary figures in the Washington, DC dance
world have made their professional homes in one or the other of these colleges, and that this gen-
eration is now aging.

In all, what was not said mattered most. It seemed that people had little to say about the universities:
they seem to be a world unto themselves rather than key players in the Washington, DC area pro-
fessional dance ecology.
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Teaching Dance

As noted in the section above titled “The Resources Problem,” a great many dance professionals
teach dance as an adjunct to their activities as choreographers and artistic directors. Of the 164
respondents to the census who answered the question about roles they fulfill in the dance world,
146 (or 88%) identified themselves as a “dance teacher.”

The needs survey examined this activity in greater detail, asking respondents to check off types of
locations at which they teach dance. A total of 35 artists responded to this question. The majority
taught at more than one site, averaging between two and three sites per artist. The breakout of
where people taught dance is as follows:

Public K–12 Schools 9
Public Colleges 8
Private Colleges 4
For-profit studio 11
501(c)(3) studio 20
Community Center 15
Private K–12 Schools 7

These figures neither substantiate nor refute any hypothesis that a great deal of teaching is being
done “in the community.” Teaching in community centers is the second highest number, but clearly
outweighed by teaching in private studios. Numbers for public colleges and public K-12 schools are
not notable. It would appear that dance artists teach wherever they can get a paying position that
is worth their time.

Winds of Change

The 23 people interviewed in depth were each asked if they saw change for the Washington dance
community in the near future. Responses varied and were intriguing. A selection follows:

The community has a level of stability. I don’t feel that anything is going to take away our dance
community or my work right now. This is a fairly healthy place. But it needs to become fully
economically realized for the choreographers and the performers.

There is change coming but it depends on the economy. DC was fairly poor but now it’s starting
to develop, and that brings people in with money who like to spend some money for the arts.
But now that the economy is shaky it could stay like this for a while.

The reality for me is that the rate of change is excruciatingly slow. Like geological terms.

I’m concerned about the next generation of dancers being able to carry on the work the older
generation started. When starter homes are now at $140,000, … it’s harder to be an artist now
than it was. Unless we as a community really … come together and share resources and think
out of the box, you’re not going to have the same kind of growth that you had when the older
generation was coming up.
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My general impression is that over the years the dance community has ebbed and flowed. In
recent years, I think that it has solidified. The bottom line is that it has become much stronger.
There are many more artists doing work and presenting work … because there is a critical
mass of individuals who are intent on creating bigger and better work.

What’s coming down the road will be very interesting. There are some people, some forces …
forcing change, much needed change. There are people evaluating what they have been
doing for so many years and that ensures change. … People can say, “Yeah, let’s do this!”
Let’s grow up as a community.

I wish people would see a bigger picture. And come aboard when they see somebody there
who’s a catalyst who’s working for you. You should jump on board and say, this is my opportunity.
… If you truly can make a difference, then you should make a difference. … People find that
little pockets are established, but they don’t need any help with the little pockets. They need
some more, bigger recognition. Because right now this town isn’t known for dance. It just isn’t.

I think it’s changing. This conversation with you and the whole project about meeting others
even if only to hear each other’s similarities is interesting. But I have to come back to time.
Who has the time to come to all these things? And if you are doing the business part and you
are doing performances and a school, then there is not enough time. And if you have a life,
then there is definitely not enough time.
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SAMPLE
EXTRACTIONS
Introduction: A Matrix of Possibilities

A database such as the one assembled to tabulate the census conducted in the early stages of this
assessment is a versatile research tool. In the first place, it tabulates and presents in an organized
fashion a large number of data items for a large number of entries—in this case dance-making entities
or “companies.” There are 186 dance-makers such as dance companies, collaborative ensembles,
soloists and independent choreographers listed in the Washington, DC area dance-maker census
database. For each, there are 96 “fields” for items of data. Not all fields are necessarily filled by each
dance-making entity because different entities, or “companies,” have different characteristics.

Each field, or column, of data can be manipulated in a number of ways. The entries can be counted
or sorted. If the entries are numeric, their total, average, median, and their percentage relationship to
some defined figure can all be computed. One can quickly learn, for example, how many companies
answer “yes” to a particular question, what the average and median are for some set of widely varying
numbers such as audience estimates, what the highest and lowest values might be for values in a
sequence such as budget sizes, or what percentage of companies exhibit a certain characteristic.

Most important, however, is the ability to perform “extractions.” The researcher decides on a particular
group of dance-makers, sorts the database to gather them all together, then deletes all entries that
are not part of the extracted group. The file should first be renamed before the database is manipulated
to avoid losing the original data. For example, to extract dance-makers with budgets less than
$100,000, one would do the following:

� Rename the database file to reflect the parameters of the extraction (for example, 
“Small Companies”).

� Sort the renamed database according to budget size.

� Delete all the items with budgets of $100,000 or more.

� Save the resulting edited database under the new name.

The extracted file of dance-makers with budgets less than $100,000 automatically becomes a
new database, with all the characteristics of the original database including the ability to do sums,
averages, percentages and so forth. The researcher is now able to determine information about
dance companies with budgets less than $100,000. In practiced hands, this kind of extraction takes
about five minutes.
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A database such as the Washington, DC area dance-maker census permits thousands of unique
extractions, according to what a researcher might want to study. This section of the assessment
report presents two examples of research done by extraction. In fact, much of this report, especially
“The Factual Landscape,” was developed through an extensive series of extractions. Here, however,
we focus on only two in order to mine them thoroughly by way of example.

The first analysis extracts Culturally Specific dance-makers and compares them to all other dance-
makers rolled up together. The analysis addresses questions such as “What distinguishes and
identifies Culturally Specific companies?” and “Are Culturally Specific companies notably different
from the ‘mainstream’ in any particular ways?” We could have extracted Ballet or Modern instead,
but we chose Culturally Specific companies because they constitute the largest genre group in DC
and because the diversity they bring to Washington, DC area dance is an important aspect of that
community.

The second analysis performs two extractions, one to isolate companies led by female artistic
directors and the other to isolate those led by male artistic directors. The two extractions are compared
to each other to determine if there are any gender-related differences between these two groups
of companies. 

Other worthwhile extractions and analyses await diligent research. For example, one could extract
and study any of the following groups:

� Companies less than (or more than) 10 years old.

� Companies based in the suburbs versus companies based in the District.

� Companies that tour nationally.

� Companies that claim to be avocational/recreational.

� Companies with fewer than (or more than) eight dancers.

Culturally Specific Companies

As 77 out of 186 companies, Culturally Specific dance-makers represent 41% of the entire census.
Categorized by dance genre, these companies form the largest group, with Modern dance coming
in second at 30%. Like all dance companies, they are scattered throughout the greater Washington,
DC area, but they are more concentrated in the Maryland suburbs than those of other genres.
While 56% of Culturally Specific companies (hereafter “CS”) record addresses in Maryland, only 44%
of All Other companies (hereafter “AO”) do likewise.

An interesting sidelight to the contact information is that CS are more likely to be hooked into the
Internet than AO. 88% of CS have email versus 64% of AO, and 84% of CS have websites versus
only 54% of AO.
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Respondents were asked to list the particular type of Culturally Specific dance they work in. The
resulting entries are not scientific because dissimilar phrases are used to describe what might or
might not be the same kind of dance. For example, it is not clear whether “Spanish Dance” and
“Flamenco” mean the same thing. That caveat noted, it is clear that a minimum of 30 discernible
types of dance occur in the Culturally Specific group. Some, such as “Middle Eastern” and its variants,
command as many as 15 to 20 entries. Others forms may have only one listing, such as “Armenian,”
“Panamanian Folk” and “Native American Tribal.” This wealth of styles, genres and cultural origins
is the basis for the DC area’s celebrated diversity of dance forms.

While the distribution of male versus female artistic directors is roughly similar in CS and AO, the
latter group shows a slight inclination toward greater representation by men. For CS companies,
the distribution is 77% female artistic directors to 23% male. In AO companies, the corresponding
numbers are 70% female to 30% male. A much sharper difference exits, however, in reported pro-
fessional experience. Respondents were asked to name the year in which they “went professional”
in their own estimation. The average for CS artists is 1980, a full 10 years earlier than the average
response from AO artists.

The dance profession does not pay very well, and most dance artists carry several jobs and fulfill
multiple roles within the dance field to make ends meet. The artistic directors of both CS and AO
groups are similar in averaging about 4.4 “jobs” apiece, but there is a sharp difference in the per-
centage of artists working as leaders of ongoing dance companies or ensembles (as distinct from
“pickup” groups, children’s ensembles and “avocational” groups). Fully 62% of CS artists list them-
selves as leaders of ongoing companies, while only 42% of AO artists make the same claim. The
plain numbers do not explain themselves, but it would be plausible to guess that there is a correlation
between the 10-year age advantage of the CS artists and the greater likelihood that their groups
are stable enough to be called “ongoing.”

Structurally, CS companies differ considerably from their AO counterparts, especially as regards
money. The average budget size for CS companies is $30,880, less than a quarter of the average
budget for AO ($139,390). Of course, the largest companies in the Washington, DC area are The
Washington Ballet and The Liz Lerman Dance Exchange, both of which are AO. The ballet, especially,
skews all averages in which its data are included because of the disproportionate magnitude of its
multimillion-dollar budget. But even if we recompute AO budget averages without these two large
companies, the new average comes out to $47,825, still half again as large as the CS average. CS
companies tend to have smaller budgets and be less capitalized than AO companies.

This budget difference is consistent with the distribution of types of company structure within these
two groups. CS are more likely than AO to include ensembles with lower personnel costs. For
example, 32% of CS describe themselves as “children’s or student groups” while only 14% of AO
elect the same category. Similarly, 16% of CS describe themselves as “avocational/recreational”
while only 5% of AO use this term. As far as other categories of company structure go, CS and AO
are on a more level footing. Both report 14% to 15% as “collaborations,” both are in the 10% to 15%
range for “pickup companies” and both report exactly two for-profit dance-makers. AO are 67% not-
for-profit 501(c)(3) organizations, but CS, in spite of the large number of children’s and avocational
groups, are not far behind at 52%. 

Generally, CS companies use more dancers than AO companies and are slightly less likely to pay
them. The availability of male dancers, however, is comparable for both groups. CS companies report
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a median of 15 dancers per company versus only 8 dancers per company for AO, but both CS and
AO report a median of 3 males per company. Compensation for dancers is poor no matter where
you look, with 54% of CS dancers not paid at all and 42% of AO dancers not paid. The significant
difference lies in the data for dancers engaged as salaried employees. Only 11 companies in the
Washington, DC area report this arrangement, but 9 of them are AO and only 2 are CS.

An even wider difference exists with paid staff. Recall that CS companies have lower average
budgets than AO companies. This monetary shortfall results in greater reliance on volunteer staff
among CS companies: 85% of CS have no paid staff at all, versus 55% for AO companies.

Finally, CS companies on average command larger audiences and tour more often than AO com-
panies. While 44% of CS companies tour in the states outside of Virginia and Maryland, only 27%
of AO companies do likewise. The difference in audience sizes is considerable: 9,002 per company
for CS versus 4,210 for AO. Hypothetically, this may be a result of CS performances in community
settings, outdoor festivals, and other free events that draw large attendance.

To summarize, this extraction tells us that greater Washington’s Culturally Specific companies tend
to be stable, established, led by mature and experienced artists, command considerable audiences,
and have a track record of touring engagements. More than half are not-for-profit corporations, but
as a group they are undercapitalized, lack paid staff, are less likely to pay dancers and do not enjoy
any advantage in retaining those scarce commodities, the male dancers. A significant but small
portion of this group is community-oriented, defining its work as children’s or avocational in nature. 

Artistic Directors: Correlations to Gender

Are dance companies more likely to have male artistic directors than female? Do companies led
by male artistic directors (hereafter “ADs”) enjoy better access to financial resources than companies
led by women? Are a disproportionate number of the largest and most visible companies led by
male ADs? In general, do female artistic directors face an unfair and unequal playing field despite
the relatively small number of men in the dance field?

These and related questions have been posed repeatedly to Dance/USA in recent years, often by
female choreographers and artistic directors who perceive inequity and want to document their
case. This seems to be a topic of growing national concern. Until now, we have not been able to
address the topic because we have never before ventured into asking demographic questions such
as gender, age or race in our surveys of dance companies. The census of Washington, DC area
dance-makers, however, includes a field for the gender of the artistic director.

Notably, the topic was not volunteered anywhere in our qualitative survey or interview processes.
Respondents had many opportunities to air whatever topics, issues or concerns they wished. All 23
formal interviewees were invited to discuss whatever topic they chose that had not already been covered.
The telephone survey respondents named 37 different areas of perceived needs or challenges.
Respondents to the Quantitative needs survey were asked to write in whatever they chose, resulting in
about 15 topics of perceived need. None of these mentioned any concern about gender roles in any way. 

We choose to address this topic not because it is a concern of high priority in the Washington, DC
area. It seemingly is not, although we might have found out otherwise if we had asked leading
questions. Our decision to address this topic comes from awareness that this question is alive on
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a national level and because it is useful to begin gathering data, especially in a dance community
where there is apparent calm regarding this issue.

The most basic information defines the group surveyed and the male-female distribution among artistic
directors in that group. Of the 186 dance-making entities identified in the census, 168 identified the
gender of their artistic director. This sample constitutes 90% of the total population of dance-makers
and, therefore, is a highly reliable sample from which to generalize. Of these 168, 123 reported female
artistic directors (73%) and 45 reported male artistic directors (27%). These figures roughly echo the
distribution reported elsewhere of female performers (67%) versus male performers (33%).

This distribution of 73% female ADs and 27% male is an important baseline for future reference. It
defines the statistical “norm” of gender distribution for whatever specific characteristics might be
tested. For example, if we were to test the gender distribution among choreographers with college
degrees (we did not, and this is only an illustration), a split of about 75% female versus 25% male
would tell us that there does not seem to be any significant gender-based deviation from the
“norm.” If, on the other hand, we were to find that only 40% of degree-holders were female and
60% were male, it would tell us that male ADs were disproportionately likely to hold college degrees
as compared with their female counterparts.

On the national level, those who have concerns about the possibility of gender-based inequalities
among artistic directors generally focus on two issues: power and money. For example, are companies
with larger budgets more likely to appoint male ADs than female? Do companies with female ADs
receive proportionately fewer grants and tour bookings than comparable companies led by males?
Are the largest companies mostly led by men, leaving women to struggle with less-established
organizations? Are female ADs compensated less well than male ADs at comparable companies?
All these questions have been raised by people seeking statistical data from Dance/USA.

With the basic data gathered in the census of dance-makers in greater Washington, it is not possible
to address all of these sensitive questions, but it is possible to make a beginning. We hope that the
data gathered in Washington, DC and presented here will serve as a baseline and starting point for
future investigations in other dance communities, as well as to inform possible discussions on this
topic in the DC area itself.

Let us begin with a detailed discussion of relationships between budget size and gender of artistic
director. In a nutshell, the data in the Washington, DC area census suggest neither a clear case to
support the concern that women might be getting relegated to smaller companies nor a convincing
refutation of that concern. Several statistics could be used to support the idea that a moderate
degree of advantage to male ADs exists at some points on the budget “ladder.” But it is also clear
that most of the data can be presented or interpreted in more ways than one, depending on context
and on viewpoint.

Much depends on what question is asked. For example, we might ask what the distribution of male
to female ADs is among companies with budgets over $1 million. There are only two: The Washington
Ballet and the Liz Lerman Dance Exchange. One has a female artistic director and the other has
a male who was appointed to succeed a founding female.

If we test the distribution among the 10 largest companies (including both The Washington Ballet
and the Liz Lerman Dance Exchange), we find four women and six men. This does suggest the
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possibility of a male advantage. A statistically “equitable” distribution would more closely parallel
the 73%–27% female-male distribution of the whole sample, or seven women to three men ADs. 

This apparent male advantage becomes a bit sharper if we test the companies with budgets more
than $100,000 (including all of the 10 largest). Here we find 6 women to 11 men among 17 companies,
a 35% to 65% split.

On the other hand, 17 companies out of 168 is a very selective part of the picture, representing only
10% of the sample if we consider how many companies and artistic directors there are. It would
make sense to test elsewhere as well, to see what is happening to the other 151 companies and
ADs at work in the field. 

Here we have to limit the size of the sample again. Of the 168 companies who reported AD gender,
only 121 (including all 17 with budgets over $100,000) also disclosed budget size. These 121 com-
panies include 82 (68% of the sample) with budgets less than $25,000. These small companies
surely include many who are overworked, underappreciated and severely disadvantaged. Is there
a disproportionately high number of female ADs in this large group?

It develops that 59 of these smaller companies have female ADs and 23 have male ADs. The per-
centage distribution is 72% female to 28% male, almost perfectly parallel to the baseline distribution
of genders. There is no statistically disproportionate skew toward either gender in this group.

The most interesting budget category is the mid-range group of 22 companies with budgets between
$25,000 and $99,000. These are the companies that have grown enough to get past the beginner
stage, but not so much so to have institutional trappings such as paid staff and salaried dancers.
They tend to have 501(c)(3) status and a track record. They are beyond operating on a shoestring
out of somebody’s living room.

Each and every one of these 22 companies has a female artistic director. There is not a single male
AD reported in this group. One can only speculate about the causes of this striking distribution of
genders, but it is worth noting that the pattern shown here would be consistent with what is called
a “glass ceiling.” Absent further research, female ADs appear to be more successful than males at
getting past the $25,000 level, but their statistical chances of moving into the $100,000-plus range
are somehow disadvantaged.

To summarize, the distribution of male to female ADs cross-tabulated to budget sizes discloses a
statistical skew favoring males among the largest companies, a statistical skew overwhelmingly
favoring females among the second tier of companies, and an equitable gender distribution among
the smallest companies. Clearly, it is important to look at the whole spectrum of company sizes
rather than just at the top or the bottom. Different categories of budget size show different gender
distributions. Failure to look at the whole picture could lead to misleading generalizations.

To add to the perspective, there is an entirely different method for measuring the relationship
between gender and company budget size. This method examines totals, averages and medians
for the population of dance companies as a whole. It is an easier method to grasp and it produces
sound bites, but it lacks the precision of the method discussed above.
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Of the 186 dance-making entities in the census, 134 disclosed their budget sizes. 120 of these 134
also reported AD gender. Before extracting totals, averages and medians from this group, it is
important to ask one question and to perform one adjustment.

The question is whether the male to female distribution among those who also report budget sizes
is statistically “normal” compared to the group of 168 on which all this analysis is based. That is to
say, since the group of 168 included 73% female and 27% male ADs, is that distribution also true
for the smaller group of 120 who provided budget data? If not, further analysis would be skewed.
Fortunately, the gender distribution among the subset of 120 is almost perfectly normal, 72% female
to 28% male. This helps to maintain credibility for the analysis that follows.

The adjustment involves excluding certain anomalous companies. The greater Washington, DC
area has four companies with budgets more than $390,000. These four companies represent only
2% of the 186 dance-making entities identified in the census, or 3% of the 134 who disclosed budget
figures. But these four command $9,070,483 worth of economic activity, over 67% of the $13.5 million
total economic activity reported. They include two female ADs and two male. Excluding these four
companies significantly reduces a potential major skew on the figures that follow.

It should also be respectfully noted that some might say this exclusion is inappropriate because the
genders of the ADs at these largest companies is the whole point. It is not the purpose of this analysis
to take sides, nor to arrive at conclusions, on any issues that this topic might raise. Simply stated,
if we include The Washington Ballet with its multimillion-dollar budget and its male AD, along with
the other three large companies, the discussion is ended. Measured in this fashion, the economic
impact wielded by male ADs becomes overwhelming. Ironically, if the census had been taken 10
years ago when a woman headed that company, this overwhelming gender impact would have
been reversed. That said, our purpose here is to show what happens for the majority of artists in the
field when the impact of these four disproportionately large institutions is not included in the calculations.

With the four largest companies excluded, total combined expenses for the remaining 130 companies
breaks down as follows:

Total expenses 130 companies $4,401,178 (100%)
Average per company $ 33,855
Median of 130 companies $ 10,000

Those figures represent the baseline. Of these, 120 also reported AD gender and can be tested for
the same figures. The first question is whether total expenses for companies led by women versus
expenses for those led by men parallel the 73%–27% distribution already noted as the “norm.” If
73% of ADs are women, wouldn’t it be equitable if roughly 73% of the economic activity were theirs
as well?

The second question is more telling. How do the average per company and the median for all com-
panies compare between men’s companies and women’s?
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The breakdown for companies with female ADs (excluding the two largest) is as follows:

Total expenses 84 companies $2,311,578 (55%)
Average per company $ 27,519
Median of 84 companies $ 10,000

The breakdown for companies with male ADs (excluding the two largest) is as follows:

Total expenses 32 companies $1,897,100 (45%)
Average per company $ 59,284
Median for 32 companies $ 12,250

Comparison of these tables presents a clear case that male ADs command companies with a dis-
proportionately high level of economic activity. In total expenses, companies with male ADs are
only 27% of the total, but command 45% of the economic activity. The average budget size per
company for male ADs is more than twice the average size for female ADs. The median for both
genders is low because so very many companies have small budgets, but still the male group is
more than 20% higher than the female group.

Clearly, the two methods of analyzing the relationship between budget size and AD gender produce
results with differing implications. The totals/averages/medians method produces dramatic clarity
and a strong case that a bias in favor of male ADs exists in terms of budget sizes. The dissection
by separate strata of budget size shows a more complex picture, with a discernible but not over-
whelming disparity in favor of men at one level, a massive disparity favoring women in another
level, and parity in a third. The topic certainly deserves further study. What are the career histories
of the male and female ADs in the 17 companies with budgets over $100,000? How do the female-
dominated companies at the $25,000 to $99,000 mid-level compare with other smaller and larger
groups on a variety of variables, including staff structure, compensation levels, production history,
grant-seeking activity, relationship to individual donors (if any) and press coverage? Which companies
have evolved into their present budget level beginning at a smaller level, how did that happen, and
do the ADs of such companies have a “normal” or a “skewed” gender distribution?

Budget size is only one variable on which comparisons can be drawn according to gender. The
census also collected at least three other pieces of data that could be construed to reflect directly
on the financial circumstances of companies with male or female ADs.

How many companies pay their dancers? Of the164 companies that answered questions about
dancer compensation, 150 reported both AD gender and dancer compensation, including 108 with
female ADs and 42 with male. Only 11 of these could report paying dancers as salaried employees.
The rest reported other forms of compensation, such as hourly rehearsal pay as contractors, or no
compensation at all.

Of the companies led by women, 55 (or 51%) report paying their dancers by some means or other.
The rest do not pay dancers at all. Of the companies led by men, 25 (or 60%) report paying
dancers. Thus, men are somewhat more likely than women to be able to compensate their dancers.
This distinction is rendered relatively trivial by the overwhelming reality that 47% of companies,
regardless of the gender of the AD, cannot pay their dancers at all.
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A similar question can be asked about paid staff. Without going into details about the number of
companies qualifying to provide data, 32% of women ADs have some kind of paid full-time or part-time
staff. This compares to 45% of men.

Again, the larger truth is that too many companies cannot afford to pay people for necessary work
that certainly needs to be done. Of the 170 companies that provided data about the presence or lack
of paid staff, 57 (or 34%) reported some kind of paid staff, leaving 66% operating with no paid staff
at all. Of the 57 with paid staff, only 21 (or 12% of the full sample) reported having even one full-time
person. The other 36 had only part-time paid staff.

A third indicator of financial and theoretical stability is the presence of 501(c)(3) status as a non-
profit corporation. Of the 186 companies in the census, 82 report having 501(c)(3) status and all
but two of those also report their AD’s gender. Female ADs account for 74% of 501(c)(3) companies;
male ADs for 26%. This is nearly identical to the 73%–27% statistical norm for gender distribution
and shows that there is no gender-based skew in relation to 501(c)(3) status.

Two other pieces of data may offer indirect evidence of gender-based parity or inequality as regards
power and money. Does one gender report a disproportionate number of touring engagements, a
statistic that might hint at bias of some sort by those presenters making program selection? And do
artistic directors differ according to gender in the degree to which they are forced into multi-tasking
to support themselves?

The touring question yields no evidence of any dramatic gender-based skew. Of companies with
female ADs, 32% reported touring in the states beyond DC, Virginia and Maryland. The comparable
figure for men was 37%. The overall percent, including companies who declined to identify AD gender,
was 34%. There is too little spread among these figures to suggest any kind of skew.

The same is true of the multi-tasking question. Artists (usually ADs) were asked to check off as
many as applied among various roles they might fill in the dance world. These categories included
choreographer, teacher, performer, artistic director and several others. Of the 164 who answered
this question, 150 reported three or more roles, thus qualifying as “multi-taskers.” Of the 150 multi-
taskers, 137 reported gender. Of these 137, 73% were female and 27% were male, a perfect match
with the “norm.” 

Finally, in the course of researching this topic, several other variables came to light: age of company,
years as a professional by the artist, genre of dance, estimated total audience and access to email
and the Internet. Most of these yielded little or no discernible gender-based variances.

Founding dates for companies averaged 1989 for female ADs and 1990 for male. The median founding
dates were within one year of the average. Thus, there is no appreciable difference between the
men and the women. Similarly, the average year that female ADs “went professional” was 1982,
while for males it was 1983. The medians, respectively, were 1980 and 1984. Any difference is slight.

Men show a slight advantage in relation to use of the Internet. Only 55% of companies with female
ADs have a website, compared to 69% for males. Email addresses were reported by 85% of
females and 93% of males.
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The figures for audiences suggest the possibility of a slight skew toward male ADs. Based on a
total of 933,917 people attending in one year among 109 companies with female ADs and 40 com-
panies with male ADs, 57% of this audience went to female ADs and 43% to male ADs. These figures
deviate noticeably from the “norm” of 73%–27% by 16 percentage points.

One other place where evidence of some kind of gender-based imbalance occurs is the area of
dance genre. Figures for Modern dance companies, Culturally Specific companies and the “Other”
rubric all correspond closely to the statistical “norm.” For example, 77% of Culturally Specific com-
panies have female ADs and 23% have male, a perfect match to the “norm.” The one deviance is
in Ballet, where 15 out of 26 ADs are female and 11 are male, close to a 50–50 split. The women
still outnumber the men, but there is a fairly wide variance from the 73%–27% “norm.” If this phe-
nomenon is widespread, it may account for the perception that men enjoy an advantage in being
engaged to lead Ballet companies. That said, it should also be noted that of the eight largest Ballet
companies in the DC area, five have female ADs. 

In summary, there are several indications that male ADs may lead a larger share of the biggest
companies than do female ADs, and that males may be more likely to pay dancers and have staff,
perhaps as a consequence of budget size. The picture is complicated by closer examination of the
details. Different ways of testing and tabulating the data yield results of varying dramatic impact.
Also, there are many areas of apparent statistical parity, including national touring, workload, leadership
of smaller companies, leadership of companies in genres other than Ballet, incidence of 501(c)(3)
status, age of company and length of artist’s professional experience.

The data documenting these circumstances in the Washington, DC area dance community do not
carry explanations with them, and they certainly can be interpreted in a number of ways, some of
them at odds with each other. 
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A: PROCESS
As preparation for undertaking this project, several meetings took place in calendar year 2001.
These included the convening of a focus group of dance professionals from the greater Washington
DC area, various meetings and conversations between staff of Dance/USA and Katherine T.
Freshley of the Eugene and Agnes E. Meyer Foundation, and a final meeting in December 2001,
involving Dance/USA staff, Freshley, Suzanne Sack of the Fannie Mae Foundation and Kathleen
H. Zeifang of The Morris and Gwendolyn Cafritz Foundation. The purpose of these focus groups
and meetings was to establish and agree upon the boundaries, goals and expected outcomes of
the research project before launching the project itself.

The project began officially in January 2002. The following steps summarize the process by which
quantitative and qualitative data were gathered. For further discussion of reasons behind some of
the decisions and activities narrated here, see the text of the report itself.

1 A Washington Area Advisory Group (WAAG) was formed (January–February 2002). The pur-
pose of this group was to guide researchers in identifying topics of concern, to provide feed-
back and suggestions as needed, to nominate persons for formal qualitative interviews and
to serve as a bridge to the dance community as a whole. Dance/USA staff entertained nomi-
nations from a variety of sources for leaders in the Washington, DC area dance community
who might be willing to serve on such a group. A mix of artists, administrators, dance genres,
ages, genders and cultural origins was consciously sought. Invitations were issued and a total
of 19 persons accepted this position. See Appendix B for a list of their names and affiliations.

2 A survey was conducted within the WAAG to make a preliminary identification of topics,
issues and concerns that might be of interest to the dance community (February–March
2002). Eleven WAAG members responded to this survey, which then informed a significant
part of the agenda at a focus group meeting of the WAAG in March 2002. For a copy of the
WAAG Survey, see Appendix C.

3 A half-day meeting of the WAAG was scheduled at the offices of the American Arts Alliance
on March 15, 2002. Sixteen members of the WAAG attended. Responding to the results of
the WAAG Survey, this discussion helped to identify and define topics that ultimately were
raised in surveys and interviews with the dance community as a whole.

4 Two research assistants based in the Washington, DC area were hired to undertake the leg-
work of conducting a census of dance-making entities and to fulfill miscellaneous other tasks
as needed (March–May 2002). A job description was posted publicly in a variety of ways and
places with several weeks’ notice to allow candidates time to submit materials. A total of 25
candidates formally applied for two positions. Twelve of these were interviewed by phone,
leading to four finalists. Two of the four finalists were offered positions, which they accepted
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in early May. They were able to begin work in late May following an initial meeting with the
chief researcher.  Their names are listed in Appendix B.

5 The research assistants began compiling a list of sources where existing lists of dance-making
entities might be found. A total of 110 potential sources were identified and contacted. Some
did not have lists; others were difficult to locate, slow to respond, or otherwise less than useful.
In the end, 26 lists of dance-making entities were obtained. These lists came in a variety of
formats and software with a variety of types of information.

6 The research assistants reconciled differences of software and format to amalgamate these
lists into a preliminary master database maintained in Excel (June 2002). In its original form,
this database included 1,085 entries.

7 These 1,085 entries were purged for apparent duplications or clear exceptions (June 2002).
Duplications were ferreted out by sorting for entity name, contact person name, street
address, and telephone number. This redundancy was necessary because sorting just by
entity name, for example, did not disclose duplications such as “Washington Ballet” and “The
Washington Ballet.” Exceptions were made by excluding entities already clearly known not
to be dance-making entities themselves, such as “American University” or “National Endowment
for the Arts,” both of which appeared on some lists for whatever reason. The result was a
“working list” with 606 items.

8 The research assistants sought to establish contact with all 606 entries on the working list to
compile a complete census (July–October 2002). The first, and preferred, means of contact
was telephone. When telephone numbers were not included in the original lists, they were
sought in the phone book and on the Internet by various search methods. In many cases,
items as listed could not be reached easily because data were long out of date. Being reluctant
to list anyone as “Could Not Be Reached,” we established a policy that if they could not be
reached by phone they would be sought by email, if not by email then by regular mail, and
that if six telephone calls leaving messages did not produce a return or if all the avenues listed
above failed, then the item would be listed as “Could Not Be Reached.” While it seems likely
that those who could not be reached are no longer visibly making dance in the DC area, we
make no claim to know as much for a fact.

9 The end result of the census research was as follows:

a 186 current dance-making entities.
b 136 entities that proved to be participants in the dance field but not dance-makers 

themselves, such as critics, educators, presenters, etc.
c 102 “Could Not Be Reached” by phone or email.
d 94 inquiries sent via USPS with no response.
e 65 located near but outside the five-county boundary of the study.
f 17 confirmed to have gone out of business.
g 3 confirmed to have moved to another community.
h 3 who refused to be interviewed, surveyed or included.

10 A phone survey of 15 dance leaders, none serving on the WAAG, was conducted to gain
additional insight into perceived strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and challenges in the
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Washington, DC area dance community (August 2002). For a copy of this survey instrument,
see Appendix C. This survey, together with advice and discussion by the research assistants,
the Dance/USA staff and members of the WAAG contributed to the creation of a quantitative
survey of needs to be broadly administered to dance-makers identified in the census. It is
important to note that the content of this quantitative survey was developed as a conse-
quence of extensive inquiries into the DC area dance community and that it was adminis-
tered based on a known census defining the population to be tested.

11 This quantitative survey of needs and strengths was administered to 119 dance-making
artists drawn from the census of 186 current dance-makers (October 2002–February 2003).
This needs survey required two waves because the initial response was insufficient for
meaningful analysis. The first wave occurred mostly by USPS (October–November 2002)
and the second wave came after the December holidays (January–February 2003) principally
by email. Ultimately, 43 responses were obtained, giving this survey a return rate of 36%.
For a copy of the survey instrument, see Appendix C.

12 The research team, aided by the Dance/USA staff, compiled a list of persons to be interviewed
in depth for qualitative input to the research (November 2002). Nominations were invited
from the entire WAAG and from a number of other knowledgeable observers of the Washington,
DC dance community. A total of 83 names were nominated. From these, 23 were invited to
be interviewed and accepted the invitation. They were chosen to reflect a diverse cross-section
of roles in the dance community, ages, genders, genres of dance practiced, and race/culture
of origin. A list of these interviewees appears in Appendix B.

13 The chief researcher flew to Washington, DC and conducted interviews according to a protocol
developed as a consequence of the research conducted up to that point (December 2002).
Only the chief researcher and one of the research assistants were ever privy to these interviews.
The interviewees have been assured of complete anonymity in the use of their statements.
The protocol used for the interviews can be seen in Appendix C.

14 The interviews, as recorded on audiotape, were transcribed into Microsoft Word by inde-
pendent contractors in St. Paul, MN, who are not dancers themselves and who know noth-
ing of the Washington, DC area dance community, thus preserving anonymity for the inter-
viewees (January–February 2003). The chief researcher then undertook to identify key topics,
phrases and words occurring in these interviews in order to extract a verifiable picture of attitudes
and opinions on topics of concern.

15 The chief researcher compiled and tabulated the data from all surveys and interviews into a
series of databases (November 2002–April 2003). An outline for the content of the resulting
report was developed as clear conclusions began to emerge from study of the data. Staff of
Dance/USA discussed this tentative outline and engaged the services of a layout/design
artist for the final publication.

16 The report was written, edited, designed, and delivered to the printer (February–July 2003).

17 A public version of the census database was created and awaits installation on the Dance/USA
website when technical questions regarding its placement on the website are resolved (July 2003).
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APPENDIX B: LISTS OF PARTICIPANTS

The Washington Area Advisory Group (WAAG)

Dean Anderson . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Dance Institute of Washington

Fabian Barnes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Dance Institute of Washington

Michael Bjerknes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . American Dance Institute

John Borstel . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Liz Lerman Dance Exchange

Kristin Brogdon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts

Dana Tai Soon Burgess . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Dana Tai Soon Burgess and Company

Jim Byers. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Arlington County Cultural Affairs Division

Paul Emerson . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . CityDance Ensemble

Katherine T. Freshley . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Eugene and Agnes E. Meyer Foundation

Brooke Kidd. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Joe’s Movement Emporium

Assane Konte . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . KanKouran West African Dance Company

Melanie Marsh. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Rincones & Company Dance Theater

Lucy Bowen McCauley . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Bowen McCauley Dance

Maru Montero . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Maru Montero Dance Company

Carla Perlo . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Dance Place

Cheles Rhynes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Mason-Rhynes Productions

George Thompson . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Washington Ballet

Ken Yamaguchi-Clark . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Independent Dance Artist

Douglas Yeuell. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Joy of Motion Dance Center

Participants in Formal Interviews

Vladimir Angelov . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Independent Choreographer

Fabian Barnes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Dance Institute of Washington

Ray Bugnosen. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ballroom Dance Company

Dana Tai Soon Burgess . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Dana Tai Soon Burgess and Company

Daniel Burkholder . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Playground

Ziva Cohen . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ziva’s Spanish Dance Ensemble

Nilimma Devi . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Devi Dance Theater

Ajax Joe Drayton. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Dance Teacher

Cathy Eliot . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lighting Designer 

Jane Franklin. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Jane Franklin Dance

George Jackson . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Dance Writer/Critic
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Elizabeth Johnson . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Liz Lerman Dance Exchange

Brooke Kidd. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Joe’s Movement Emporium

Assane Konte . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . KanKouran West African Dance Company

Maru Montero . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Maru Montero Dance Company

Carla Perlo . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Dance Place

Naima Prevots. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . American University

Cheles Rhynes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Mason-Rhynes Productions

Septime Webre . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Washington Ballet

Helanius Wilkins . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Edgeworks Dance Theatre

Ken Yamaguchi-Clark . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Independent Dance Artist

Nejla Yatkin . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . NY2 Dance

Douglas Yuell . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Joy of Motion Dance Center

Contributors to this Report

John Munger

Director of Research and Information 

Dance/USA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Chief Researcher; Writer

Libby Smigel

Director of Communications

Dance/USA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Editor

Kelley Albert

Kelley Albert Design . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Graphic Designer

Alyson Brokenshire . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Research Assistant

Katrina South Clemans . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Research Assistant

Hilary Lloyd

Director of Member Services

Dance/USA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . WAAG Coordinator

Miriam Gerberg . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Interview Transcription

Karen Coe Miller . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Interview Transcription
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APPENDIX C: SURVEY INSTRUMENTS

WAAG SURVEY

Potential Topics and Concerns
For In-Depth Surveys and Interviews of Dance Artists

INTRODUCTION and INSTRUCTIONS

An initial stage of the assessment will be to compile as complete a list as possible of dance artists,
companies, choreographers, ensembles and other dance-making entities in the greater Washington
area. A representative cross-section of these dance-makers will receive written formal in-depth surveys
and some will be interviewed to gain qualitative perspectives. Time is precious, so it is important
that our surveys and interviews be concise and to the point.

We ask the advice and input of the assessment advisory group to determine useful topics or con-
cerns that may be of greatest interest and relevance for the DC area dance community. Please
review the list on the next page to indicate your preferences, and please feel free to use the spaces
provided to add topics you believe have been missed. Your input will help to determine topics of
discussion at the March 15 meeting, and to design written surveys and interview protocols.

NOTE: This list is by no means exhaustive nor even complete. For example, it does not include
certain items that we already know we will be asking such as genre of dance, size of ensemble and
range of performances. 

INSTRUCTIONS:  In the box next to each “topic,” please do one of the following: Write “Yes” or
enter a check mark for the THREE topics you believe to be MOST important for an assessment
of the DC area dance community to examine. Write “No” if any topics seem irrelevant to you.
Leave remaining boxes blank. Also, if you feel that important areas of research have not been
included, please write them on one or more of the three lines provided at the bottom.

Please do not simply say, “They’re all important.” They are. This is an exercise in priorities and may
lead to discussion from varying perspectives.

To submit your response: You can print out the second page of this Word file, enter your
responses by hand, and fax them to John Munger, Dance/USA director of research and informa-
tion. Or you can download this file onto your system, rename it so it is no longer “read-only,” enter
your responses electronically on the file itself, and e-mail a copy of the response back to him.

Your own responses will remain anonymous unless you choose to disclose them.
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DANCE/USA
DC Area Dance Assessment Project

Potential Topics and Concerns
For In-Depth Surveys and Interviews of Dance Artists

(Note that the abbreviation “INA” means “Issues? Needs? Assets?”)

❏ “Demographics” of Washington Area Dance Community (WADC). Genres, sizes,
locations, numbers of dancers, performances, etc.

❏ Financial health and dynamics of WADC dancemakers. Sizes? Sources? Uses?

❏ Role of rehearsal space. Availability? Cost? Issues, Needs, Assets (INA)?

❏ Role of presenters and facilities. Sizes? Access? Range of opportunities? INA?

❏ Relation of WADC to colleges/universities. INA? 

❏ Needs. Identify a list of needs NOT being met. List of needs that ARE met.

❏ Relations to general community. To schools. To public through media. INA?

❏ Services. Technical and professional services. Information. Expertise. INA?

❏ Communications. Networking, mentoring, publications, “leadership,” etc. INA?

❏ Training and professional education. Dance classes. Workshops. INA?

❏ Administration and support. Staffing? Contracting? INA?

❏ Trends. Recent changes? New directions? 

❏ Advantages and challenges of DC area as an artistic environment.

❏ Assets of the WADC. Special features. Opportunities. Strengths.

Other topics that you think should be scrutinized:
_____________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________
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CENSUS 

Dance/USA Research Staff ________________ Date Completed __________________

Entity Contact Person ____________________________________________________

Entity Name____________________________________________________________________

Honorific ___________________________________   First Name 1_______________________

Last Name 1 ___________________________________________________________________

Title Name 1  __________________________________________________________________

First Name 2 ___________________________________________________________________

Last Name 2 ___________________________________________________________________

Title Name 2___________________________________________________________________

Host Institution _________________________________________________________________

Street  ________________________________________________________________________

City _______________________________________ Postal Code _______________________

Tel 1 ______________________________________ Tel 2 _____________________________

Tel 3 ______________________________________ Tel 4 _____________________________

Fax __________________________________________________________________________

Email ______________________________________ Website ___________ _______________
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Primary genre 
Please check a general category and write additional detail if appropriate. 
Example: check “modern” and write “contact improv.” 
Example: check “CS” and write “Cambodian classical.”

❍ Modern    _______________________________________________________

❍ Ballet    _________________________________________________________

❍ Culturally Specific  ________________________________________________  

❍ Other___________________________________________________________

Budget: Company or (dance-related) individual expenses in most recent 
12 months $ ______________

Name of Artistic Director (if applicable)  _________________________________________

Gender of Artistic Director       ❍ M ❍ F

Year Company Started _______  

Year Began Working as Professional Artist  _______

Artist’s Role (If in contact with artist/choreographer) (please check all that apply)

❍ Free-lance individual choreographer

❍ Choreographer of a pickup company

❍ Choreographer ongoing company

❍ Choreographer avocational ensemble

❍ Choreographer/teacher of children’s or student ensemble

❍ Dancer/Performer

❍ Dance Teacher

❍ Other  __________________________________________________________

Company structure (check as many as apply; comment under “other” if necessary)

❍ 501(c)3 incorporated company

❍ Choreographer with pickup group

❍ Liturgical/sacred/praise group

❍ Avocational/recreational group

❍ Student or children’s ensemble

❍ Division or program of larger institution

❍ Collaboration or collective

❍ Incorporated for-profit

❍ Other __________________________________________________________

Usual Number of Dancers _______  (High number  _______    Low number  _______ )

Usual number male  _______   Usual number female  _______ 
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Approximate number of performances in past 12 months: ______________________

Of these, how many full evening?  _______ 

Of these, how many shared or showcase?  _______ 

Performance locations in the past 12 mos have included:

❍ DC Area      ❍ MD      ❍ VA ❍ USA(48)      ❍ Non-USA

Estimated total audience over 12 months including all performances: __________ 

Dancers are paid: (check all that apply):

❍ Salaried

❍ Not at all

❍ Per rehearsal or per hour

❍ Per performance          

❍ Share of box office or fee

❍ Other   ________________________________________________________

Is there paid staff (excluding yourself)? 

______ None at all       ______ # Full Time      ______ # Part Time

Where in the DC Area have you performed in past 12 months? (Name up to 2 or 3 sites)

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

Have you taught dance in the DC Area in the past 12 months? (Name up to 2 or 3 sites)

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

Finally, do you have any objection to having this information becoming publicly

available? ___________________________________________________________________

NOTES _______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________
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PHONE SURVEY

Informal Telephone Interview

Entity Name ___________________________________________________________________

Entity Contact Person ____________________________________________________________

Telephone _____________________________________________________________________

Date Completed ________________________________________________________________

1 Name one to three things: What are the biggest challenges/obstacles/lacks in
the general DC area dance environment?

NOTES ___________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________ 

2 Name one to three things you need other than money.

NOTES ___________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________ 

3 Name one to three things: What are the biggest strengths/opportunities
offered to you in the DC area dance environment?

NOTES ___________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________ 

4 What existing resources presently help you the most?

NOTES ___________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________ 
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NEEDS SURVEY

Final Survey

The following brief questions ask about your life and opinions as a dance artist. 
If you have a company, please feel free to answer either for yourself or for your company,
whichever best represents your relationship to the question.

1 Do you regularly teach dance on an ongoing basis in the DC area in any of
the following circumstances? If, yes, put the word “yes” or a capital “X” next to as
many as apply:

_____   Public school(s) K – 12
_____   Community or state (public) college
_____   Private college
_____   Commercial for-profit dance studio
_____   Not-for-profit studio, facility or “company school”
_____   Community center, park facility, or other multi-purpose public site
_____   Private K – 12 school

2 Do you or your company own a computer? _____ Yes      _____ No

3 Do you and/or your company seek grant support from private foundations,
government agencies and/or corporations? Please answer with a number 1 to 5
where “1” is “never,” “5” is “constantly” and “3” is “sometimes.”   Number 1 to 5 : _____ 

If you answered “1” or “2” to this question, can you briefly say why you don’t seek grants
more actively? ______________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________

4 Did you as an independent artist, (or did your company) make money 
(a “profit”) creating and producing dance in the last 12 months? Or did you
lose money or did you break even? (Put an X or a “yes” next to your answer)
_____ Lost money          _____ Broke even          _____ Made money

5 Do you have a “day job” completely outside dance? Do not include dance-related
work such as teaching dance or part-time administration of a dance company. If you answer
“yes” you are referring to work such as (for example) accounting, retail sales, computer
repair, driving a taxi or hair stylist.  (Please put an X or “yes” for your answer:
_____ Yes           _____ No

If you answered “Yes” to this question please indicate whether this job is full-time 
(40 hrs. per week) or part-time and indicate on a scale of 1 to 5 how much it interferes 
with your work as an artist. (“1” = “not at all,”  “5” = “a great deal” and “3” = “somewhat.”)
_____ Full time?          _____ Part time?          Number 1 to 5: _____ 
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6 Here are 10 statements. On a scale of 1 to 5, to what extent do you agree or disagree with them?
If you strongly disagree, please enter the number “1” in the space following the statement.
If you strongly agree enter the number “5” in the space following the statement.
If you feel neutral or undecided, enter “3” in the space following the statement.
If you have no opinion, check “None” in the space following the statement.
If the question does not apply, check “N/A” in the space following the statement.
Please contact me if you have questions.

a Washington is a good place for an artist because it’s cheaper to live
here than in New York City.

Number 1 to 5: _____ None _____       N/A _____

b It is too expensive to live in Washington and this is a challenge.

Number 1 to 5: _____ None _____       N/A _____

c The dance community in Washington would be better off if artists and
companies communicated with each other better and supported each
other better.

Number 1 to 5: _____ None _____       N/A _____

d The dance community in Washington is very cohesive and supportive.

Number 1 to 5: _____ None _____       N/A _____

e The general quality of choreography around Washington in the form of
dance that I practice is very high.

Number 1 to 5: _____ None _____       N/A _____

f The DC Dance Awards are a good idea that in the long run will benefit
the DC dance community.

Number 1 to 5: _____ None _____       N/A _____

g Media and publications are ignorant and dismissive of dance in the DC area.

Number 1 to 5: _____ None _____       N/A _____

h The sheer size and cultural diversity of this community is more of an
obstacle than an asset for dance.

Number 1 to 5: _____ None _____       N/A _____

i The Washington, DC dance community needs a new 200- to 400-seat
theater suitable for dance.

Number 1 to 5: _____ None _____       N/A _____

j The Washington, DC dance community would benefit from the creation
of a service organization comparable to (for example) Dallas Dance
Council, Dance/NYC or Florida Dance Association.

Number 1 to 5: _____ None _____       N/A _____
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7 FINALLY: In the space provided below, please answer in VERY FEW WORDS:
What do you believe is the Washington, DC dance community’s greatest need?

__________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________

What do you believe is the Washington, DC dance community’s greatest
strength?

__________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________
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INTERVIEWS
Interview Protocol

November 2002

Startup

04 I will be asking questions and raising topics from a protocol that’s identical for all these
interviews. We might have some back-and-forth if you request clarification or if I feel that
it’s appropriate to offer things that may keep the conversation on track, within schedule,
or just generally relaxed. I will need to watch the time because there are some questions
I want to make sure to raise, but I’m also sure we will have the flexibility to let you explore
some topics in greater depth, depending on what concerns you most. This conversation
is really about your perceptions of the greater Washington, DC dance community and its
environment, and I’m here to listen, assimilate and report. Please keep in mind that we’re
trying to talk about the big picture here. For example, if you think that what matters to you
personally is different from what matters to the Washington, DC dance community as a
whole, it would be better to choose your views about the dance community.

05 Roughly how long have you been working professionally in the greater DC area dance field?
i. (If <5 years) Did anything in particular attract you to this area?
ii. (If >5 years) What major changes in the dance community have you seen 

over that span of time?
a. From where did you move here?
b. Are you planning to stay?
c. What keeps you here?

Needs/Weaknesses

10 A number of people have identified a need for better dancers and more/better training
opportunities. But many others cited as an asset the high caliber of dancers and training here.
Do you have any thoughts on this topic?

What do you think is/are the dance community’s greatest needs/weaknesses?

i. So far we have not seen an overwhelming identification of one single need. 
Over 20 topics have been raised. How do you think we might interpret this? 
(Do we have a wide range of querulous griping? A long list of serious problems?
A situation so stable and healthy that only a scattered set of small problems 
surface?)

ii. Notably absent have been calls for administrative, technical and professional 
development resources. Comment?
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Opportunities/Resources

20 A number of people have commented on the character of the population living in this area.
They have spoken of the international and multi-ethnic makeup of the city, the friendliness
and sophistication of audiences. But there have been concerns as well. What do you think
of how the general public perceives dance in the DC area?  (Educated but dance-ignorant;
transient; poorly served by media; others)

What do you think is/are the best opportunities/resources the DC community offers to dance?

i. A number of individuals and institutions have been named as being great 
resources. Is this community rich in supportive agencies and leaders?  
(UMD, DC Arts Commission, Dance Place, Amer. Dance. Inst., others)

ii. Some dance communities in other metropolitan areas have articulated a need 
for a central “voice” or “communications point.” In some ways they seem to be 
trying to re-invent “service organizations.” Comment?

Strengths

30 Many artists have mentioned friends, close supporters and networking as strengths on
which they draw. Yet networking and communications are also mentioned as needing
better development. What is your assessment of “cohesiveness” in the dance community?

What do you think is/are the most important strengths/assets of the dance community?

i. It was remarkable how few people have cited high-quality dance-making as a 
strength of the community. Comment?

Challenges

40 The most common need/challenge mentioned has been performance space and 
opportunities to be presented. Would you like to add to the discussion?

a) Local vs. touring?
b) Genre-friendly spaces?
c) New small- or mid-size theater?

Is media coverage a challenge or an asset?

What do you think is/are the biggest challenges or obstacles to the growth and health 
of the DC dance community? 

i. The list of strengths was short and two items predominated: (above) and the 
artist’s own commitment to the work. Few mentioned donors or funders. 
This looks like a scarcity economy. What can you say about the availability or 
scarcity of earned and donated money in this dance community?
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Wrap-Up

50 Do you see the current situation as basically stable or do you see change occurring or
imminent?

If change, what changes do you see looming or happening?

If you had one message to communicate to the funders, the media or the public, 
what would it be?

Is there a question or topic we haven’t raised that you feel is of high importance? 
If yes, please discuss.



A P P E N D I C E S

86

Notes:
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